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this company’s relationship with I. G. Far-
ben over a 13-year period had stifled syn-
thetic rubber production in America and
had put control over that vital defense
product in the hands of the German Gov-
ernment. In addition, Thurman Arnold,
then Assistant Attorney General in charge of
the Antitrust Division, testified that as
late as February and March 1841, Jersey
Btandard had sold gasoline and enabled Axis
airlines operating out of South America to
defeat the British blockade. Indignation
over these disclosures caused the then Sen-
ator Harry 8 Truman to remark “I think
this approaches treason.”?1

An aroused public after these hearings re-
quired Jersey Standard to relieve the princi-
pal officer involved from his duties in the
company.

Another example of oll industry officials’
fallure to act responsibly is found in the re-
marks of Mr. P. C. Spencer, president of the
Sinclair Ofl Corp., at a meeting of the Na-
tional Petroleum Council on September 29,
1953. On that occasion Arthur 8. Flem-
ming, Director of the Office of Defense
Mobilization, had requested the Secretary of
Interior, Douglas McEay, to explore with
the oil industry construction of standby pipe-
line facilities that would be required in the
event of an emergency. In his request, Mr.
Flemming noted “* * * it is apparent that
timely provisions of this additional capacity
could not be achieved, if construction were
to be deferred until after the emergency
arose.” 2

Mr. Flemming's request was presented to
the National Petroleum Council, whereupon
Mr. Spencer opposed the construction of
standby pipeline facilities. He stated:

“Surpluses not properly handled or con-
trolled are an anathema, because they have
a way of destroying price structures, they
have a way of breaking down progress, and
they can destroy an industry. It certainly

1 Hearings, Current Antitrust Problems,
vol. 2, House Antitrust Subcommittee, 84th
Cong., 1st sess., p. 755.

2 Hearings, WOC’s and Advisory Groups;
pt. 4, House Antitrust Subcommittee, 84th
Cong., 2d sess., p. 2636.
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would be a tragedy, gentlemen, to attempt to
protect our national security by building up
standby facilities which in the end make the
industry so feeble it could not do the job in
any event.

“I am talking particularly here about
standby pipeline facilities. It applies with
equal force to standby tanker facilities,
standby refining facilities, standby storage,
and, if you please, standby production. It
applies all through the line.”*®

As to his solution for the maintenance of
a proper mobilization base, Mr. Spencer said:

“I am a rank amateur as a strategist in
war or logistics, but it seems to me, perhaps
somebody told me, that the greatest cushion
in the world for petroleum reserves is in the
elasticity of and the flexibility of civilian
demand. Take it away from them, if we are
going to have a war, * * * We have tried to
make war too comfortable and too convenient
for civillans, * * * War should be tough.
We should cut back the civilian demand. I
think that is the greatest reserve cushion we
have.” ¢

It is submitted that these statements
hardly reflect the requisite degree of cor-
porate responsibility for the problems of the
American publie.

_ Currently, the Senate is again investigating
the petroleum industry in connection with
the actions the industry has taken to resolve
the crisis presented by closure of the Suez
Canal. In this instance, it appears that the
oil industry has again acted with a view to-
ward corporate profits rather than the wel-
fare of the American public. At a time when
stocks of gasoline were at alltime highs, the
industry used the Suez crisis as an excuse
to impose additional price increases. As of
February B, 1957, the industry had nearly
200 million barrels of gasoline in stocks.
‘This was an increase of nearly 4 million bar-
rels over the preceding week and 12 million
barrels over the stocks in storage a year ago.
It now develops that the crisis presented by
the Suez shutdown was not as extensive as
originally feared. In fact, there is a wide-
spread belief that the public relations cam-

s Ibid., p. 2640.
«Ibid., p. 2640.
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palgn surrounding the seriousness of the
crisis were based in large part upon recom-
mendations made by the major oil companies
in order to justify an increase in crude pe-
troleum prices.

In conclusion, I think you will all agree
that the problems presented by the existing
concentration in American industry are most
intricate.

Let no one doubt that benefits from our
existing corporate structure are substantial.
I believe it is fair to say that the United
States as a community has profited mightily
in the development of our current corporate
economic structure. The system of large
scale distribution and mass production made
possible by these large institutions can fairly
claim the credit for changing the face of
our country for the better. As a resulf,
poverty, in the sense it is understood else-
where in the world, in America has been
reduced to minimal proportions.

The most dramatic social revolution in
history has occurred through natural growth
and without the bitter divisions that have
darkened the political life of other nations.
It gave the lie to Earl Marx.

All to the good, but the good must not be
diminished. TUnless the powers that have
been concentrated in corporate management
are exercised prudently and with vision, it
is apparent that this concentration will force
the Government to take action and direct
the complex itself, and freedom will be the
price we pay.

I am convinced that it is essential to main=
tain in full vigor enforcement of the anti-
trust laws to cope with these problems even
though in some respects results have not
been satisfactory. Change must be made
slowly. The problem presented by existing
concentrates are of such gravity that pre-
cipitous action by the Government on any
particular phase would be unwise. Tinker-
ing with the economic process without full
comprehension of the results likely to ensue,
could create more problems than are solved.

We must hope the determination of the
type of economic life of and the nature of
political Institutions which are to be en-
Joyed by the American people in the future,
rests in the hands of those who understand
freedom best.
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Rev. R. L. Clem, rector of St. John's
Military School, Salina, Kans., offered
the following prayer:

Almighty God, our Heavenly Father,
Thou who hast so richly blessed this
Nation, we thank Thee for the heritage
that is ours. Grant that Thy people
everywhere may have the grace to un-
derstand what is Thy will, and the
strength and determination to fulfill Thy
purpose for us. Lift us, we beseech Thee,
above all selfishness. Keep our hearts
in confident trust. Make us reverent in
the use of our freedom, and deepen with-
in us our faith and righteousness.

We invoke Thy blessing upon this
body here assembled, that they may rise
to high levels of devotion and service
to the benefit of all people and to Thy
honor and glory. This we pray in
Christ’'s name. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

_ On request of Mr. Jounson of Texas,
and by unanimous consent, the Journal
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of the proceedings of Monday, February
25, 1957, was approved, and its rea.ding
was dispensed with.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States submitting a
nomination was communicated to the
Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his secre-
faries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED

As in executive session,

- The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate a message from the Pres-
ident of the United States submitting
the nomination of Olin Hatfield Chilson,
of Colorado, to be Under Secretary of the
Interior, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

CALL OF THE ROLL
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Pres-
ident, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro fempore. The
clerk will call the roll,

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to their
names:

Alken Gore Morton
Allott Green Mundt
Anderson Hayden Murray
Barrett Hennings Neely
Beall Hickenlooper Neuberger
Bennett Hill O'Mahoney
Bible Holland Pastore
Blakley Hruska Payne
Bricker Humphrey Potter
Bush Ives Purtell
Butler Jackson Revercomb
Byrd Javits Robertson
Capehart Jenner Russell
Carlson Johnson, Tex. Saltonstall
Carroll Johnston, 8. C. Schoeppel
Case, N. J. Kefauver ott

Case, B. Dak. Kennedy Smathers
Chavez Eerr Bmith, Maine
Church Enowland Smith, N. J,
Clark Kuchel Sparkman
Cooper Lausche Stennis
Cotton Long Symington
Dirksen Magnuson Talmadge
Douglas Malone Thurmond
Dworshak Mansfield Thye
Eastland Martin, Towa Watklna
Ellender McCarthy Wiley
Ervin McClellan Willlams
Flanders McNamara Young
Frear Monroney

Goldwater Morse

Mr. MANSFIELD. Iannounce thatthe
Senator from Arkansas [Mr, FULBRIGHT]
is absent on official business,
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Mr. DIRKSEN. T announce that the
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
Bringes] and the Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. LANGER] are absent because
of illness.

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr.
Currtis] is absent on official business.

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
MarTIN] is absent by leave of the Senate.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. A
quorum is present. ¥

PROPOSED UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT TO
LIMIT DEBATE

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I have asked for a quorum call in
order that all Senators might be on
notice with respect to the proposed
unanimous-consent agreement which I
suggested yesterday, and which appears
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on page
2495,

I ask that the clerk read the agree-
ment, and I now propose it, on behalf
of the distinguished minority leader [Mr.
EKnowranp] and myself.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the clerk will read.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

Ordered, That, effective on Thursday, Feb-
ruary 28, 1957, at the conclusion of routine
morning business, during the further con-
sideration of the joint resolution (S. J. Res.
19) to authorize the President to undertake
economic and military cooperation with na-
tions in the general area of the Middle East
in order to assist in the strengthening and
defense of their independence, debate on any
amendment, motion, or appeal, except a mo-
tion to lay on the table, shall be limited to
60 minutes, to be equally divided and con-
trolled by the mover of any such amendment
or motion and the majority leader: Provided,
Tkat in the event the majority leader is in
favor of any such amendment or motion, the
time in opposition thereto shall be controlled
by the minority leader or some Senator des-
ignated by him: Provided further, That no
amendment that is not germane to the pro-
visions of the said joint resolution shall be
received.

Ordered further, That if and when the
committee amendment in the nature of a
substitute, whether or not amended, is agreed
to, the Committees on Foreign Relations and
Armed Services jointly shall be deemed to be
discharged from the further consideration of
House Joint Resolution 117, the companion
House measure; that said joint resolution
shall be deemed to be amended by striking
out all after the resolving clause and in lieu
thereof inserting the text of Senate Joint
Resolution 19 as amended; and that the
amendment to the said House joint resolu-
tion shall be deemed to have been engrossed
and the joint resolution shall then be read
the third time.

Ordered further, That on the question of
the final passage of the said joint resolution
debate shall be limited to 8 hours, to be
equally divided and controlled, respectively,
by the majority and minority leaders: Pro-
vided, That the said leaders or either of
them, may, from the time under their con-
trol on the passage of the joint resolution,
allot additional time to any Senator during
the consideration of any amendment, mo-
tion, or appeal.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there objection to the unanimous-con-
sent request of the Senator from Texas?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr, Presi-
dent, there are three things which I
should like to point out for the informa-
tion of the Senate.
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First, if this agreement should be en-
tered into, it would not become effective
until Thursday.

" Second, 1 hour is provided for each
amendment, 30 minutes to a side.

Third, a total of 8 hours is provided on
the joint resolution. Any of that time
can be yielded on amendments if Sena-
tors so desire.

I hope every Member of the Senate

will give this proposal serious considera-.

tion. I am not claiming it is perfect.
It is open to adjustments if Senators feel
that it is necessary to increase the time
or reduce the time. I hope we may be
able to remain in session a little later,
work a little longer, and conduct our
business a little more efliiciently, so that
perhaps we may reach a vote this week.

If we do not get a unanimous consent
agreement, and if we are unable to reach
a vote through the normal processes, it
may be necessary to have a Saturday
session. I do not like to ask Senators to
attend a session of the Senate on Satur-
day, when they have so much work in
their offices and so many other duties
to attend to; but this is an important
matter. It has been before the Senate
for a substantial length of time. Sena-
tors have been accorded great opportu-
nity to express themselves.

The Senate will remain in session as
late as Senators may desire this eve-
ning, tomorrow evening, and the re-
mainder of the week.

I appeal to my colleagues seriously to
consider the suggestions which the lead-
ers have made. If they feel that they
cannot go along with us at this time, I
hope they will make some constructive
alternative suggestions.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 1Is
there objection to the unanimous-con-
sent request of the Senator from Texas?

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

- Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield.

- Mr. MATL.ONE. I have listened very
carefully to the debate during the past
week. It seems to me that the debate
has been very spirited. Many Senators
are beginning to come out from behind
the brush.

I was very much interested in listen-
ing to the speech yesterday by the able
junior Senator from Georgia [Mr. TAL-
MADGE].

I believe that further debate is neces-
sary. I myself have awaited my turn.
As I recall, I told the majority leader
that I would like to speak on Thursday.
It is not important when. However, I
think it is unwise to limit debate at this
time, when it seems to me we are just be-
ginning to get some of the answers. I
object.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The Sen-
ator from Texas is always eager to ac-
commodate his friend from Nevada. I
wonder whether he would be willing to
withhold his objection for the time being
so that perhaps we may reach some
modifications in the proposed unani-
mous-consent agreement which would
suit his convenience and in that way per-
mit us to obtain an agreement; or does
the Senator feel that we should not enter
into any agreement at this time?

Mr. MALONE. I think it is a very
laudable ambition of the distinguished
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majority leader, who has always shown
himself cooperative with all Members
of the Senate, on both sides of the aisle
on every subject; however, at this time
I would have to object.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
BUSINESS

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, under the rule, there will be the
usual morning hour for the transaction
of the usual routine business. I ask
unanimous consent that statements in
connection therewith be limited to 3
minutes.

Mr, MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, may I have the question stated?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there objection? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Texas yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield, Mr.
President, and I ask unanimous consent
that the time I yield to the Senator from
Oregon not be charged to my 3 minutes.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

PROPOSED UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I assume
the Senator from Oregon wishes to speak
on the proposed unanimous-consent
agreement.

Mr. MORSE. I will accommodate
myself to even less than 3 minufes,
However, I believe, in view of the fact
that the majority leader, on behalf of
himself and the minority leader, has
raised a procedural matter in connection
with the unanimous-consent agreement,
it may be well that I speak on that sub-
ject now. I may say that other Sena-
tors also hold the point of view expressed
by the Senator from Nevada [Mr.
MaronEe].

I think it might be well to get it out
of our system at this time, and there-
fore, I should like to make some observa-
tions on the procedural point raised by
the majority leader, if I may be per=
mitted to do so. :

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I have no
desire to foreclose any discussion of the
subject. I have some statements I
should like to make under the 3-minute
rule. I ask unanimous consent, there-
fore, that I may yield to the Senator for
not to exceed 3 minutes.

Mr. MORSE. I will not take 3 min-
utes.

I am glad the Senator from Nevada
objected, because I would have been one
of the other Senators who would have
objected if he had not done so. The
Senator from Nevada and I are not alone
in taking this position. There are a
considerable number of us who feel that
debate on this subject should not be
limited. However, I wish to address my-
self to the whole matter of unanimous-
consent agreements to limit debate in
the Senate.
~ I have been making a study of the
subject. I wish to say most respectfully
that I believe we are moving too far
away from the regular order of business
in the Senate. I believe we have gone too
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far already, as a matter of general prac-
tice, in not transacting business in the
Senate without wunanimous-consent
agreements limiting debate and fixing
time for voting. I believe it is a very
bad procedural practice, and it ought to
be brought to an end, not only with
respect to the pending joint resolution,
but with respect to all other items of
business; and I intend to do that in this
session of Congress. That should be the
procedure followed, except when it is
absolutely necessary to limit debate.

I believe that the place for Senators
to be is in the Senate Chamber listening
to debate. Each one of us knows what
happens when we accept a unanimous-
consent agreement to limit debate and
to vote at a fixed time. Senators go
about their business, instead of attend-
ing to the business on the floor of the
Senate. I do not think that is in keeping
with the functions of this body. The
whole practice of transacting business,
by and large, primarily by way of unani-
mous-consent agreements is bad prac-
tice, and I am not going to support it in
this session of Congress. I am particu-
larly not going to support it with respect
to the pending joint resolution. I think
much debate still needs to be had on it.
All one need do is to watch one’s mail
to find out what is happening to Ameri-
can public opinion as more and more
people comprehend what is involved in
this very dangerous resolution proposed
by the Eisenhower administration, so far
as the Middle East foreign policy is
concerned.

I happen to believe that no resolution
on the Middle East policy ought to be
adopted until some of the pending dis-
putes in the Middle East, which threaten
peace in the Middle East, are resolved.
- Furthermore, as the Senator from
Georgia [Mr. Taimapcel pointed out
yesterday, we ought to know what the
economic program of this administra-
tion is with respect to specific projects
that are going to be supported by the
money for which the President is asking.
‘We should have full debate on the whole
question.

The regular rules of the Senate take
care of the situation. If no Senator is
prepared to discuss the pending question,
or wants to discuss it, the discussion is
stopped, and the Senate votes. What is
wrong with that?

So far as the majority leader’s sugges-
tion is concerned that we sit longer
hours, I can only say that in this de-
lightful brotherhood we enjoy each
other’s company. I do not mind spend-
ing evenings with my colleagues, and I
assume that is the fraternal spirit that
moves my colleagues. Therefore I have
no objection to spending evenings and
even Saturdays in the Senate. That
suggestion does not disturb me.

What disturbs me, Mr. President, is
that we are creating a pattern by which
the business of the Senate is coming to be
transacted almost entirely or certainly in
many instances by unanimous-consent
agreements limiting debate. I do not
believe that is in keeping with the true
parliamentary functions of the Senate.
Therefore, as a matter of policy, Mr.
President, I am against it; and in this
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session of the Senate I will not give
unanimous consent to limit the debate,
except on very rare occasions.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I believe my colleagues are on
notice that it is impossible to obtain a
unanimous-consent agreement at this
stage of the game, and perhaps even
later, so far as the pending resolution is
concerned.

I should like to point out to all my col-
leagues, however, that when debate
ceases, the joint resolution will be open
to amendment; the Chair will put the
question, and, unless Senators are here
to express themselves, as they were not
here last week, a vote may be taken on
this very important measure.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
Morning business is now in order.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate the following letters,
which were referred as indicated:

ReEPorT ENTITLED “RESEARCH AND DEVELOP-
MENT PROCUREMENT ACTION REFORT”

A letter from the Director, Legislative
Lialson, Department of the Air Force, Wash-
ington, D. C., transmitting, pursuant to law,
a confidential report of that Department en-
titled “Research and Development Procure-
ment Action Report,” covering the period
from July 1, 1956, to December 31, 1856 (with
an accompanying report); to the Committee
on Armed Services.

PrOPOSED CONSTITUTION OF ALASKA

A letter from the Acting Secretary of the
Interior transmitting an original copy of the
proposed Constitution of Alaska (with ac-
companying papers); to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

AMENDMENT OF FAIR LABOR STANDARDS ACT OF
1938

A letter from the Secretary of the Navy,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
to amend the Fair Labor Standards Act of
1938, as amended, to restrict its application
in certain overseas areas, and for other pur-
poses (with accompanying papers); to the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Petitions, ete., were laid before the
Senate, or presented, and referred as in-
dicated:

By the PRESIDENT pro tempore:

Two resolutions of the Senate of the State
of Pennsylvania; to the Committee on
Finance:

“The Social Security Act has been extended
g0 as to provide benefits for totally disabled
persons who are over the age of 60 years.

“The law as written is difficult to interpret
and administer and the few persons who
come within its general scope are unsuccess-
ful in obtaining benefits.

“The humanitarianism of the law cannot
be questioned and if practicable and possible,
should be clarified and made less stringent
s0 that worthy totally disabled persons over
50 years of age can obtain benefits it affords:
Therefore be it

“Resolved, That the Senate of Pennsylvania
memorialize Congress to clarify the existing
provisions and further, to relax the strict re-
quirements of the Federal social security
law that relates to eligibility for benefits for
totally disabled persons over the age of 50
years; and be it further
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“Resolved, That copies of this resolution be
transmitted to the presiding officers of both
Houses of Congress and to each Senator and
Member of the House of Representatives from
Pennsylvania in the Congress of the United
States.

“I certify that the foregoing is a true and
correct copy of a resolution introduced by
Senators W. J. Lane, James S. Berger, and
John H. Dent and adopted by the Senate of
Pennsylvania the 12th day of February, 1957.

“A. H. LETZLER,
“Secretary, Senate of Pennsylvania.”

“The Impending cessation of operations of
the Vesta Coal Mine, a subsidiary of Jones
& Laughlin Steel Corp., in the borough of
California, in Washington County, Pa., will
rapldly increase unemployment in surround-
ing communities located in Washington,
Greene, and Fayette Counties,

“Unemployment and consequent hardship
in these three counties is of vital concern to
the people of this entire Commonwealth.
The economic disloeation of any large area
within this Commonwealth has its repercus-
slons throughout the entire State, and affects
the economic well-being of the entire State
as well as arousing the humanitarian in-
stinets and sympathetic concern for fellow
Pennsylvanians in their hour of need and
duress. Economic need and want vitally
effects not only adults, but many helpless
children who will feel the want of proper
food, clothing, housing, and medical facili-
ties, and should the economic dislocation
continue for a long period of time, the want
of proper educational facilities through lack
of teachers and buildings.

“Government should be concerned with
helping areas with serious economic difficul-
ties through aiding business and any type of
productive economic enferprise to locate in
the suffering areas.

“Washington, Greene, and Fayette Counties
have a large, skillful, and willing labor force
which has proven its desire in the past to
produce the essential products of our modern
economy. The tax structures in these three
counties are favorable to business, and many
industrial sites are available to manufactur-
ing enterprises and other business activities
which care to locate in communities where
the public and its leadership will lend the
utmost cooperation in establishing an atmos-
phere favorable to the establishment and
growth of business: Therefore be it

“Resolved, That the Senate of Pennsylvania
memorlalize the Congress of the United
States to make a thorough study of the possi-
bility of locating Government subsidized
industries in Washington, Greene, and Fay-
ette Counties, and to take into consideration
the huge labor pools available, as well as the
large number of available industrial sites
and favorable tax structures existing in
these three counties; and be it further

“Regolved That copies of this resolution be
transmitted to the presiding officers of each
House of the Congress of the United States
and to each Senator and Representative from
Pennsylvania in the Congress of the United
States.
© “I certify that the foregoing is a true and
correct copy of a resolution introduced by
Senators W. J. Lane, Thomas J. Kalman,
Rowland B. Mahany, Frank Kopriver, Jr., Jo-
seph M. Barr, and John H. Dent, and adopted
by the Senate of Pennsylvania the 18th day
of February 1957.

“A. H. LETZLER,
“Secretary, Senate of Pennsylvania.”

A letter in the nature of a petition from
the junior class of the Morganza, La., High
School, relating to portions of Washington’s
Farewell Address; ordered to lie on the table.
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RESOLUTION OF TEXAS STATE
SENATE

Mr. BLAKLEY. Mr. President, on be-
half of my distinguished colleague, the
senior Senator from Texas and majority
leader [Mr. Joanson], and myself, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp and appropriately referred,
a resolution adopted by the Senate of
the State of Texas.

This resolution urges the President of
the United States to take immediate
steps to limit the importation of foreign
oil to the 1954 percentage of the domestic
market, as recommended by the Presi-
dent's own advisory commitiee.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Finance, and, under the rule, ordered to
be printed in the Recorbp, as follows:

Senate Resolution 126

Whereas the President of the United
States has called upon oil producers and
proration boards to consider where our long-
term interests are with reference to current
oil production, thereby implying some fail-
ure on the part of such producers or State
regulatory boards to consider the public in-
terest in their actions; and

Whereas the Railroad Commission of Texas,
is required by the laws of this State to pro-
mote sound conservation practices and pre-
vent waste of irreplaceable natural resources,;
and

Whereas the inability of Texas to produce
and transport more oll without waste has
resulted from the continued and constantly
increasing excessive importing of foreign oil
into this country; and

Whereas the oil lift to Europe can succeed
if members of the Middle East Emergency
Committee, made up of international com-
panies given Federal antitrust immunity,
were required to (1) divert their excessive
imports to Europe, (2) reduce refinery runs
to free crude oil for export, or (3) change
their refinery yields to produce needed fuel
oils; and

Whereas the National Congress has author-
ized the President and the executive depart-
ment by the Trade Agreements Act of 1955 to
limit foreign oil to its 1954 percentage of the
domestic market; and

Whereas the executive department has
failed to take any positive action to secure
such limitation, allowing such imports to
rise from 16.6 percent in 1954 to over 20
percent at the present time, thus curtailing
the ability of Texas producers to produce and
market, finance new discoveries, or t
new domestic supplies of oil from the interior
to the seaboard; and

Whereas over 1 million barrels per day of
potential Texas production cannot be trans-
ported to the gulf coast due to lack of trans-
portation resulting from excessive import-
ing, not only limiting the amount of oil
available for Europe but endangering the
future national security: Now, therefore,
be it

Resolved by the Senate of the State of
Texas, That the President of the United
States be urged to take immediate steps to
limit imports of foreign oil to their 1954 per-
centage of the domestic market as authorized
by the Congress and required for the security
of the United States; and be it further

Resolved, That the secrétary of the senate
is directed to transmit copies of this resolu-
tion to the President of the United States
and to each Member of Congress from Texas,

BEN RAMSEY,
President of the Senate.

I hereby certify that the above resolution
was_fadopted by the senate on February 13,
19567.

CHARLES SCHNABEL,
Secretary of the Senate.
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INCREASE IN OIL PRICES—
RESOLUTION

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
present a resolution from the Shevlin
Copley Farmers Union Loeal, of Bagley,
Minn., opposing recent increases in oil
prices.

I ask unanimous consent that the reso-
lution may be printed in the REcorp, and
appropriately referred.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, and
ordered to be printed in the REecorp, as
follows:

Feeruary 20, 1957.
Senator HuperT H. HUMPHREY,
Washington, D. C.2

Whereas there is an investigation being
conducted in regard to the raise in the price
of gas and fuel oil to consumers in the
United States; and

Whereas we can see no reason for a raise
in price just because oil is being exported in
huge quantities, and as we farmers are taking
les; and less for what we have to market;
an

Whereas the big oil companies apparently
influence to a great extent the doings of the
Congress of the United States: Therefore
be it

Resolved, That we, the members of the
Shevlin Copley Farmers Union Local No. 341,
go on record as opposed to the recent raise
in price and any further raise under present
conditions in the price of gasoline and fuel
oil or like commodities.

Mrs. Oscar EvaNDE, Secretary.

BROADER COVERAGE OF UNEM-
PLOYMENT COMPENSATION—PE-
TITION

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
have just received a letter from Local
337 of the United Garment Workers of
America, of New Ulm, Minn,, embodying
a petition concerning broader coverage
of unemployment compensation.

I ask unanimous consent that the let-
ter may be printed in the Recorp, and
appropriately referred.

There being no objection, the letfer
was referred to the Committee on Fi-
nance, and ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

UNITED GARMENT WORKERS OF AMERICA,
Locar No. 337,
New Ulm, Minn., February 18, 1957.
Senator HUBERT HUMPHREY,
State Capitol Building,
St. Paul, Minn.

Dear SENATOR: We, of Local 337, Garment
Workers of America, are for increased bene-
fits in unemployment compensation. We be-
lieve there should be broadened coverage.
We favor the elimination of unfair disquali-
fications.

Gratefully yours,
LEONA AUSTAD,
Recording Secretary.

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

As in executive session,

The following favorable reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. GREEN, from the Committee on
Foreign Relations:

C. Douglas Dillon, of New Jersey, to be a
Deputy Under Secretary of State, vice Her-
bert V. Prochnow;

G. Frederick Reinhardt, of California, to be
Counselor of the Department of State, vice
Douglas MacArthur 2d; and
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Walter K. Schwinn, of Connecticut, and
sundry other persons, for appointment and
promotion in the Foreign Service.

By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina,
from the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service:

Hyde Gillette, of Illinois; to be an Assist-
ant Postmaster General, vice Albert J. Rob-
ertson;

John M. McEibbin, of Pennsylvania, to be
an Assistant Postmaster General, vice Nor-
man R. Abrams; and

Sixty-two postmasters.

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. ENOWLAND:

B.1370. A bill for the rellef of Wanda
Wawrzyczek; to the Committee on the Ju-
diclary.

By Mr. PURTELL:

5.1371. A bill for the relief of Carmelo
Vinel; to the Committee on Finance.

8.1372. A bill to waive any claims of the
United States for the repayment of loans
made by the Department of State to Harry
H. Thomas and Jeanne A. Thomas; and

5. 1373. A bill for the relief of Noel Eaiser;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. DOUGLAS:

5.1374. A bill for the relief of Marie Fritt-

mann; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. SCHOEPPEL (by request) :

S5.1375. A bill for the relief of Sheldon J.

Coffman; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. BEALL:

5.1376. A bill for the relief of Chong You
How (also known as Edward Charles Yee),
his wife, Eng Lal Fong, and his child, Chong
Yim Eeung; to the Committee on the Ju-
diclary.

By Mr. COOPER (for himself and Mr.
MorToN) :

8. 1377. A bill to remove inequities created
by, and to avoid discrimination resulting
from, administrative practices and enforce-
ment of the Civil Service Retirement Act of
1930, as amended; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. LONG (for himself and Mr,
ELLENDER) ¢

5.1378. A bill to provide for modification
of the existing project for Chefuncte River
and Bogue Falia, La.; and

8.1379. A bill to modify and extend the
project for Lake Pontchartrain, La.; to the
Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. MAGNUSON (by request) :

5. 1380. A bill to authorize the imposition
of civil penalties for violation of the security
provisions of the Civil Aeronautics Act of
1938, and for other purposes;

8. 1381. A bill o amend section 402 (e¢) of
the Interstate Commerce Act, as amended,
to provide more definite standards for deter-
mining who is entitled to exemption from
part IV of that act as an association of ship-
pers or a shippers’ agent;

S.1382. A bill to amend section 409 of the
Interstate Commerce Act, as amended;

S. 1383. A bill to amend section 410 of the
Interstate Commerce Act, as amended, to
require freight forwarders to obtain certifi-
cates of public convenience and necessity;

S.1384. A bill to revise the definition of
contract carrier by motor vehicle as set forth
in section 203 (a) (15) of the Interstate
Commerce Act, and for other purposes;

5.1385. A bill to amend section 11 of the
Clayton Antitrust Act to extend the author-
ity of the Interstate Commerce Commission
thereunder to contract carriers subject to
the Interstate Commerce Act; and

S.1386. A bill to authorize the Interstate
Commerce Commission to prescribe rules,
standards, and instructions for the installa-
tion, inspection, maintenance, and repair of
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power or train brakes; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

(See the remarks of Mr. MAGNUsOoN when
he introduced the above bills, which appear
under separate headings.)

By Mr. CASE of South Dakota:

S.1387. A bill for the relief of Rebecca
Jean Lundy (Helen Choy); to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MAGNUSON:

5. 1388. A Dblll to allow credit or refund of
gift tax erroneously paid by reason of treat-
ing nontaxable divisions of community prop=-
erty as gifts; and

5.1389. A hill relating to the income-tax
basis, in the hands of a surviving spouse, of
certain property previously held as commu-
nity property; to the Committee on Finance.

S.1390. A bill for the relief of Roberto
Mario Bettinzoli; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. MAGNUSON (for himself and
Mr. JACKSON) :

5. 1391. A bill to repeal the act of February
18, 1896, as amended; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

S.1392. A bill to provide for increasing the
storage capacity of the Bumping Lake Reser=
voir, Yakima River Basin, Wash.; to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mrs. SMITH of Maine (for herself,
Mr. PAYNE, Mr. A1xeN, Mr. ALLOTT,
Mr. BARRETT, Mr. BripgEs, Mr. BusH,
Mr. CHavEZ, Mr. DwoORSHAK, Mr.
Ives, Mr. Javirs, Mr. MAGNUSON, Mr.
MANSFIELD, Mr. Morsg, Mr. Neu-
BERGER, and Mr. YOUNG) :

$5.1303. A bill to authorize the National
Potato Grade Labeling Act, which provides
quality requirements for, and the inspection,
certification, and labeling of Irish potatoes;
to the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry.

(See the remarks of Mrs. SmrTe of Maine
when she introduced the above bill, which
appear under a separate heading.)

By Mr. CARLSON (for himself and Mr.
BENNETT) :

. 5.1384. A Dbill to provide for the discon-
tinuance of the Postal Savings System estab-
lished by the act of June 25, 1910 (36 Stat.
814), as amended, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

(See the remarks of Mr. CarrLson when he
introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina:

5.1385. A bill to amend section 9 (a) of
the Civil Service Retirement Act, relating to
computation of annuities; to the Committee
on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. BARRETT (for himself and Mr.
O'MAHONEY) @

S.1396. A bill to amend section 6 of the
act approved July 10, 1890 (26 Stat. 222),
relating to the admission into the Union of
the State of Wyoming by providing for the
use of public lands granted to said State for
the purpose of construction, reconstruction,
repair, renovation, furnishing, equipment, or
other permanent improvement of public
buildings at the capital of sald State; to
the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs.

By Mr. PURTELL: -

S.1397. A bill for the relief of Angeline
Mastro Mone (Angelina Mastroianni); and

S.1398. A bill for the relief of Anna M.
Spinelli; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ALLOTT:

5. 1399. A bill for the relief of Allart Dirk
Haverkamp; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. HUMPHREY:

5.1400. A bill authorizing the construc-
tion of local flood-protection works on the
Mississippl River at St. Paul and South St.
Paul, Minn.; to the Committee on Public
Works.
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{See the remarks of Mr. HuMPHREY When
he introduced the above hill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

PRINTING AS A SENATE DOCUMENT
STUDY ENTITLED “THE RIGHT TO
BUY AND ITS DENIAL TO SMALL
BUSINESS"”

Mr. SPARKMAN submitted the fol-
lowing resolution (S. Res. 105), which
was referred to the Committee orn Rules
and Administration:

Resolved, That there be printed as a Sen-
ate document a study on “The Right To Buy
and Its Denial to Small Business,” prepared
for the Senate Select Committee on Small
Business by Dr. Vernon E. Mund; and that
4,000 additional copies be printed for the
use of the committee.

PRINTING OF ADDITIONAL COPIES
OF COMMITTEE PRINT ENTITLED
“TAX GUIDE FOR SMALL BUSI-
NESS"

Mr. SPAREMAN submitted the fol-
lowing resolution (S. Res. 106), which
was referred to the Committee on Rules
and Administration:

Resolved, That there be printed for the
use of the Select Committee on Small Busi-
ness of the Senate 6,000 additional copies of
the Committee Print entitled *“Tax Guide

for Small Business” prepared during the
84th Congress, 2d session.

CIVIL PENALTIES FOR VIOLATION

OF SECURITY PROVISIONS OF
CIVIL AERONAUTICS ACT

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, by
request, I introduce, for appropriate ref-
erence, a bill to authorize the imposition
of civil penalties for violation of the se-
curity provisions of the Civil Aeronautics
Act of 1938, and for other purposes. I
ask unanimous consent that a letter from
the Acting Secretary of Commerce,
transmitting this proposed legislation,
may be printed in the Recorbp.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
bill will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and, without objection, the let-
ter will be printed in the REcorb.

The bill (8. 1380) to authorize the im-
position of civil penalties for violation
of the security provisions of the Civil
Aeronautics Act of 1938, and for other
purposes, introduced by Mr. MAGNUSON,
by request, was received, read twice by
its title, and referred to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

The letter presented by Mr. MAGNU-
soN is as follows:

THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE,
Washington, D. C., February 18, 1957.
Hon. RicHARD M. NIxowN,
President of the Senate,
United States Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeEAr Mr. PRESIDENT: It is requested that
the enclosed draft of a bill be introduced
in the Senate at your convenience. The pur-
pose of the proposal is: “To authorize the
imposition of civil penalties for violation of
the security provisions of the Clivil Aero-
nautics Act of 1938, and for other purposes.”

Following the outbreak of hostilities in
Korea, legislation was enacted authorizing
the Secretary of Commerce, upon the direc-
tion of the President, to exercise control of
the flight of alrcraft over certain areas for
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national security purposes. (64 Stat. 825;
title XII, Civil Aeronautics Act of 19838, as
amended; 49 U. 8. C. 701-7056.) Thereafter,
an Executive order was issued by the Presi-
dent (Ex, Ord. No, 10197, December 21, 1950),
directing the Secretary to put the program
into effect. At present the only sanctions
which may be applied for viclations of the
security regulations which have been issued
by the Secretary under that authority are
either (1) suspension or revocation of the
pilot’s certificate in cases where the pilot
is personally chargeable with the violation
or against the air carrier’s operating certifi-
cate where the air carrier is chargeable with
the violation, or (2) in the case of willful
offenses, criminal penalties. In most cases,
neither of these sanctions is appropriate.

To a pilot holding an airline transport
pllot or commercial rating, suspension or
revocation means loss of earnings and, to
the air-transport industries, loss of essential
man-hours of skilled services. Buspension
of the operating certificates of an air carrier
means loss of essentlal transportation serve
ice to the Nation. These results are both
inappropriate to the times and too severe
for the usual offense.

Criminal penalties are even more drastic

and thus even less appropriate in most of
the cases presented. In any event, criminal
intent is usually lacking in these cases,
which generally involve some unauthorized
entry into an air defense identification zone
through oversight or neglect.
* The civil penalty which is the normal
sanction applied for minor viclations of
other safety provisions of the Civil Aero-
nautics Act of 1938 would provide a moderate
and expeditious remedy more appropriate to
these technical violations. An amendment
to the law is necessary to authorize the im-
position of that sanction in such cases. The
attached bill would provide that authority;
it would amend section 801 (a) of the act
80 as to include within those infractions for
which a civil penalty may be imposed any
violation of a rule, regulation, or order is=
sued under title XII of the act.

The Bureau of the Budget has advised
that it has no objection to the transmission
of this letter and proposed legislation to the
Congress.

Sincerely yours,
WALTER WILLIAMS,
Acting Secretary of Commerce.

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS OF INTER~-
STATE COMMERCE ACT

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, at
the request of the Interstate Commerce
Commission I introduce, for appropriate
reference, three bills to amend the In-
terstate Commerce Act. I ask unani-
mous consent that a letter from the
Chairman of the Interstate Commerce
Commission, requesting this proposed
legislation, may be printed in the REcorb.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
bills will be received and appropriately
referred; and, without objection, the let-
ter will be printed in the REcorbp,

The bills introduced by Mr. MAGNUSON

(by request) were received, read twice by
their titles, and referred to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce, as follows:
. 8.1381. A bill to amend section 402 (c¢) of
the Interstate Commerce Act, as amended,
to provide more definite standards for de-
termining who is entitled to exemption from
part IV of that act as an association of ship-
pers or a shippers’ agent;

5.1382. A bill to amend section 409 of the
Interstate Commerce Act, as amended; and

S.1383. A bill to amend section 410 of the
Interstate Commerce Act, as amended, to
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require freight :torwafc_ters to obtain certifi-
cates of public convenience and necessity.

The letter accompanying the above

bills is as follows:
INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION,
Washington, D. C., February 1, 1957.
The Honorable WARREN G. MAGNUSON,
Chairman, Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce, United
States Senate, Washington, D. C.

DEAR CHAIRMAN MaGNUson: I am submit-
ting herewith for your consideration 20
coples each of draft bills to amend sections
402 (c), 409, and 410 of the Interstate Com-
merce Act, respectively, together with state-
ments of justification therefor. The draft
bills would give effect to legislative recom=-
mendations Nos. 17, 18, end 19 appearing on
pages 169, 170, and 171 of the Commission’s
70th annual report to Congress, as follows:

“17. We recommend that section 402 (c)
be amended to make the exemption of ship-
pers’ assoclations and shippers’ agents ap-
plicable only where the operation is that of
a bona fide association or agent as defined in
that section.

“18. We recommend that section 409 be
amended so as to (1) place the burden of
proof on the parties to contracts between
freight forwarders and common carriers by
motor vehicle subject to part II of the act
for the transportation of freight when such
contracts are called into question, (2) pro-
hibit such contracts at compensation lower
than the motor carrier's tariff rates in all
cases where the line-haul transportation is
for a total distance of 450 miles or more, and
(3) provide penalties for the offer, grant,
giving, solicitation, acceptance, or receipt of
any rebate, concession, or discrimination
resulting from the transportation of property
at compensation less than that specified in
such contract,

“19. We recommend that section 410 be
amended so as to require the obtalning of
a certificate of public convenlence and
necessity as a prerequisite to engaging in
service as a freight forwarder.”

‘We would appreciate your assistance in in-
troducing these bills and scheduling early
hearings thereon.

With kindest regards, I am,

Sincerely yours,
OWEN CLARKE,
Chairman,

JUSTIFICATION FOR RECOMMENDATION 17

The attached draft bill is designed to pro-
vide statutory standards by which the In-
terstate Commerce Commission may de-
termine who is entitled to exemption, as a
shippers’ association or a shippers’ agent,
from the application of part IV of the In-
terstate Commerce Act,

When part IV was added to the act there
were few shipper assoclations claiming ex-
emption under the provisions of section 402
(c) thereof. Since then, however, especially
following the court's decision in United
States v. Pacific Wholesalers Assn, (338 U. S.
689), the number of groups and individuals
purporting to do business within the pur-
view of the exemption has greatly increased.

At present there are almost as many ship-
pers’ associations and shippers’ agents en-
gaged in consolidating and distributing
freight as there are authorized freight for-
warders. Many of these assoclations have
large memberships, and their activities are
nationwide and involve the movement of
general commodities in substantial quanti-
ties. The regulated freight forwarders
which compete with the shipper associations
have, in several instances, reduced or at-
tempted to reduce their rates to meet such
competition.

Complaints are received regularly respect-
ing the operations of self-styled shippers'
assoclations. A number of such assoclations
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have been investigated by the Commission’s
staff, and, in general, there is little distinc-
tion between the service recelved by a shipper
from such an association and that provided
by a regulated freight forwarder. In some
instances former principals in forwarder
businesses have been found to be promi-
nently identified with newly established
shippers’ associations.

While probably a number of such indi-
viduals and groups are bona fide associations
and agents, the exemption in section 402 (c)
has become a loophole through which enter-
prising promoters are engaging essentially in
a freight forwarder business under the guise
of a shippers’ association and are thereby
evading regulation to the detriment of for-
warders subject to the act.

The Commission is unable to cope with
this situation effectively in the absence of
statutory standards for determining who is
entitled to exemption under section 402 (c).
Studies made by the Commission’s staff have
indicated that the operations of certaln self-
styled shippers’ associations are open to
question with respect to certain features.
The draft bill would provide that these fea-
tures, among others, shall be considered by
the Commission in determining whether
& particular operation is to be exempt, or
subjected to regulation. More specifically, it
would amend section 402 (c) by adding
thereto a new paragraph which would au-
thorize the Commission to make the exemp-
tion of shippers’ associations and shippers’
agents Inapplicable if it finds that their
activities are not being conducted solely for
the purposes, and within the limitations,
specified in the provision permitting the ex-
emption, or that such action is necessary
to carry out the purposes of part IV and the
provisions of the national transportation
policy.

JUSTIFICATION FOR RECOMMENDATION 18

Under the provisions of section 409 (b) of
the Interstate Commerce Act, contracts for
the transportation of freight between freight
forwarders subject to part IV of the act and
common carriers by motor vehicle subject to
part II thereof must be flled with the Com-
mission, and the Commission has the power,
after hearing, upon complaint or upon its
own initiative, to prescribe the terms, condi-
tions, and compensation of such contracts if
it finds that such terms, conditions, or com-
pensation are inconsistent with the provi-
sions and standards set forth in paragraph
(a) of section 409.

Thousands of such contracts are filed with
the Commission. However, the Commission’s
attempts to subject certain of these contracts
to formal Investigation have disclosed several
major defects in the law, the most important
of which is the failure to place the burden of
proof on the makers of such contracts when
called into question.

The attached draft of bill would correct
what the Commission considers this most
important defect by adding a new paragraph
“{c)" to section 409 providing that at any
hearing Involving an investigation into the
terms, conditions, and compensation of any
such contract the burden of proof shall be
upon the parties thereto to show that such
terms, conditions, and compensation are not
inconsistent with the provisions and stand-
ards set forth in section 409 (a). Similar
provisions respecting burden of proof may be
found in sections 15 (7), 216 (g), 218 (c),
307 (g), 307 (1), and 406 (e) of the act relat-
ing to investigation and suspension of ordi-
nary commercial rates, charges, etc.

The proposed bill would also amend para-
graph (b) of section 409 by adding at the end
thereof provisions which would strengthen
and spell out more clearly the prescription
powers of the Commission and provide it
with authority to prescribe the minimum
compensation which may be charged under
such contracts. This amendment would al-
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low the parties to change the amount of com-
pensation to be paid so long as such amount
does not go below the minimum prescribed,
without petitioning the Commission for mod-
ification of its order as would be necessary if
the precise amount of compensation were
prescribed.

In addition, section 409 (a) would be
amended by the proposed bill so as to pro-
hibit such contracts at a compensation
which is lower than the motor carrier’s tariff
rate Iin all cases where the line-haul trans-
portation is for a total distance of 450 high-
way-miles or more, Under the present pro-
visions of the statute, such prohibition ap-
plies to “line-haul transportation between
concentration points and breakbulk points in
truckload lots where such line-haul trans-
portation is for 450 highway-miles or more.”
This amendment is proposed because (1) it
is considered uneconomical for freight for-
warders to utilize motor carriers to assemble
and distribute forwarder traffic for distances
of 450 miles or more from the forwarder’s
assembly and distribution stations, (2) it
would prevent the circumvention of such
prohibition (through the use of contract
rates which are not subject to any specified
minimum welghts) by eliminating the term
“truckload lots” and making the prohibition
applicable to all cases where such line-haul
distance is 450 miles or more, and (3) it
would eliminate the necessity for the Com-
mission to determine what 1is meant by
“truckload lots" as used in the statute, a
term considered almost impossible to define
with exactness sufficient to stand up in court
in a eriminal proceeding.

New paragraphs “(d)” and “(e)"” would
also be added to section 409 by the proposed
bill to insure better observance of the terms,
conditions, and compensation of such con=-
tracts, and to provide penalties for any re=
bate, concession, or discrimination result-
ing from the transportation of property at
compensation less than that specified therein.
Without such provisions, freight forwarders
and motor carriers could possibly violate their
contracts with impunity, since there appears
to be some question as to whether or not the
enforcement provisions of parts IT and IV of
the act are applicable to this situation.

JUSTIFICATION FOR RECOMMENDATION 19

The attached draft bill would amend sec-
tion 410 of the Interstate Commerce Act to
require future applicants for freight for-
warder authority to obtain a certificate of
public convenience and necessity instead of
a permit as a prerequisite to engaging in
freight forwarding service.

At the time part IV of the Interstate Com=
merce Act was enacted, Congress was of the
view that frelght forwarder operating rights
should be granted with greater liberality
than the operating rights of common car=
riers. Accordingly, the law governing the is-
suance of forwarder rights was patterned
after the provisions of part II of the act gov-
erning the issuance of permits to contract
carriers by motor vehicle instead of those
governing the issuance of certificates to com=
mon carriers. And, in order to encourage
persons to enter the freight-forwarding field,
section 410 (d), which has no counterpart in
part II of the act, was included. Under this
provision the Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion is prohibited from denying authority to
engage in proposed forwarder service solely
on the ground that the existing forwarder
service is adequate. This provision is dis-
cussed at length in Lifschultz Fast Freight
Extension—West and Midwest (265 I. C. C.
431).

'I‘)here exist, at present, almost 100 auth=-
orized freight forwarders. Of these, five are
authorized to serve virtually all points in
the United States. Six others are authorized
to serve all points in the United States from
specified origin points, and 12 of the re-
maining have rights to serve all points in
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more than 30 States. Others have broad
authorities which generally follow existing
trafic-flow patterns in the United States. A
large number of freight forwarders are,
therefore, now competing with each other
and other carriers for the available traffic.

The ease with which permits may be oh-
talned under the present provisions of sec-
tion 410 (d) could very well result in an
overcrowding of the freight forwarding fleld,
with general iImpairment of forwarder service
and harm to the general public. Moreover,
since frelght forwarders were classified as
common carrlers by the act of December 20,
1950 (Public Law 881, 81st Cong.), it seems
appropriate that applicants for forwarder
rights should be required to make a showing
similar to that of other persons seeking
common carrier rights.

The draft bill would, therefore, revise sec-
tion 410 to require an applicant to show that
the proposed service i1s or will be required
by the present or future public convenience
and necessity and would eliminate the
present provisions of section 410 (d). The
rights of the present holders of permits
would be protected by the provision for auto-
matic conversion of permits to certificates.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, at
the request of the Interstate Commerce
Commission, I introduce, for appropriate
reference, three other bills to amend the
Interstate Commerce Act. I ask unani-
mous consent that & letter from the
chairman of the Interstate Commerce
Commission, requesting this proposed
legislation, may be printed in the Rec-
ORD.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
bills will be received and appropriately
referred; and, without objection, the let-
ter will be printed in the REcCoRrD.

The bills introduced by Mr. MaGNUSON
(by request) were received, read twice
by their titles, and referred to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce, as follows:

S.1884. A bill to revise the definition of
contract carrier by motor vehicle as set forth
in section 203 (a) (15) of the Interstate
Commerce Act, and for other purposes.

S.1385. A bill to amend section 11 of the
Clayton Antitrust Act to extend the author-
ity of the Interstate Commerce Commission
thereunder to contract carriers subject to
the Interstate Commerce Act; and

8.1386. A bill to authorize the Interstate
Commerce Commission to prescribe rules,
standards, and instructions for the installa-
tion, inspection, maintenance, and repair of
power or train brakes.

The letter presented by Mr. MAGNUSON
is as follows:

INTERSTATE CoMMERCE COMMISSION,
Washington, February 8, 1957.
The Honorable WARREN G. MAGNUSON,
Chairman, Commiitee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce, United
States Senate, Washington, D. C.

Dear CHAIRMAN MagNUsoN: I am submit-
ting herewith for your consideration 20
copies each of draft bills, together with
statements of justification therefor, designed
to give effect to Legislative Recommenda-
tions Nos. 6, 20, and 24, appearing on pages
162, 171, and 174, respectively, of the Com-
misslon’s 70th annual report to Congress as
follows:

“8 (2) We recommend (1) that the defini-
tion of contract carrier by motor vehicle as
set forth in section 203 (a) (15) be amended
s0 as to state clearly the nature of the serv-
ices which may be performed by such carriers
and to provide that such services may be
performed under continuing contracts for
only one person or a limited number of per-
sons, and (2), if so amended, that section
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212 be amended by adding a new paragraph
(c) authorizing the Commission to revoke
the permit of such a carrler and to issue in
lieu thereof a certificate of public conven-
ience and necessity if it finds, after a hear-
ing, that the operations of the permit holder
are not those of a contract carrier under the
revised definition, are those of a common
carrier, and are otherwise lawful.

“(b) We also recommend that section
209 (b) be amended so as (1) to empower
the Commission to limit the person or per-
sons and the number or class of persons for
which a contract carrier by motor vehicle
may lawfully perform transportation serv-
ices without additional authority and (2) to
provide that additional permits may be 1s-
sued only upon a showing that existing com-
mon carriers are unwilling or unable to pro-
vide the type of service for which a need has
been shown.

*20. We recommend that section 11 of the
Clayton Antitrust Act (15 U. 8. C., sec. 21)
be amended so as to provide that the Com-
mission's jurisdiction thereunder shall in-
clude contract carriers as well as common
carriers subject to the Interstate Commerce
Act.

“24. We recommend that the Safety Ap-
pliance Acts (45 U. 8. C., secs. 1-168) be
amended so as to give the Commission au-
thority to prescribe rules, standards, and in-
structions for the installation, inspection,
maintenance, and repair of power or train
brakes.”

Your assistance In having these bills in-
troduced would be very much appreciated.

With kindest regards, I am

Sincerely yours,
OwWEN CraRkE, Chairman.

JUSTIFICATION FOR RECOMMENDATION 8

The attached draft bill would revise the
definition of contract carrier by motor ve-
hicle as set forth in section 203 (a) (15) of
the Interstate Commerce Act and provide a
“grandfather” clause authorizing the Inter-
state Commerce Commission to issue a cer-
tificate in lieu of a permit without requiring
proof of public convenience and necessity
if it finds that the operations of existing
permit holders do not conform to the revised
definition and are those of a common carrier.
The proposed measure would also amend sec-
tion 208 (b) of the act so as to grant the
Commission authority to limit the number
of contracts under which a motor contract
carrier may perform transportation services
without additional authority, and would
further provide that additional permits may
be issued only upon a showing that existing
common carriers are unwilling or unable to
render the required type of service.

One of the most difficult problems with
which the Commission has been faced in
recent years in connection with the regula-
tion of motor carriers is the question of
determining the line of demarcation to be
drawn between contract carriers and com-
mon carriers. Under the present definition
of contract carrier by motor vehicle in sec-
tion 203 (a) (15) of the act and the proviso
in section 208 (b), which specifically pro-
hibits the Commission from restricting such
carriers from substituting or adding con-
tracts within the scope of their permits,
some contract carriers have been able to ef-
fect so many contracts that they are actually
performing what is tantamount to a com-
mon carrier service. The resulting diversion
of traffic from the common carriers could, if
continued, serlously impair their ability to
render adequate service to the general pub-
lie, particularly to the smaller shippers who
depend almost entirely upon public trans-
portation facilities.

The underlying purpose of the Motor Car-
rier Act, 1935, is to promote and protect ade-
guate and efficient common-carrier service
by motor vehicle in the public interest, and
the regulation of contract carriers was de-
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signed with that end In view. The purpose
of the amendments proposed in the draft
bill is to enable the Commission more ef-
fectively to administer the act so as to
achieve the principal purpose thereof.

A contract carrier is one who has permis-
sion to engage In the transportation busi-
ness on the public highways, but without the
obligation to serve all persons alike. They
enjoy a decided advantage In the competitive
struggle for certain types of trafic. Com-
mon carriers are required to serve the gen-
eral public, at their published tariff rates,
without unlawful discrimination. Contract
carriers, on the other hand, may pick and
choose the shippers they may wish to serve
and may discriminate in their charges which
are required to meet a standard of only
minimum reasonableness. Their costs,
moreover, are substantially reduced if they
have no terminals to maintain and are able
to refuse to transport other than full loads,
or only when return loads are available.

The position of the contract carrler in the
overall transportation picture is justifiable
only from the advantages which it ean cffer
in the way of personal and specialized serv-
ice for one or a limited number of shippers.
It seems clear, therefore, that unless a con-
tract carrier renders a particular shipper or a
limited number of shippers a type of service
different from that which existing common
carriers are able or willing to provide, it
should not be permitted to encroach upon
the operations of the common carriers and
skim off the cream of the traffic upon which
the common carriers depend to support their
overall service to the public.

In its administration of the act, the Com-
mission has generally required, in granting
contract earrier authority, a showing of a
need for individual and specialized service,
or at least dedication of equipment and fa-
cilities, under continuing bilateral eontracts.
The Commission has also described in per-
mits “the business of the contract carrler
and the scope thereof” in the terms of terri-
tory, commodities, and occasionally the type
of equipment to be utilized. In some in-
stances it has specified the class of shippers
to be served. This is most desirable in cer-
tain cases when specifying, with particular-
ity, the type of service for which the grant
of authority was intended. Experience has
indicated, however, that the Commission is
in need of broader discretionary powers to
enable it to specify in the permit the type
and nature of the service to be performed
with such particularity as to confine future
service thereunder to that for which a need
was shown at the time the permit was
granted.

Under existing law, even though the ini-
tial grant of authority may have been based
on a showing of a need for individual special-
ized service, there is no assurance, once a
permit has been granted, against a contract
carrier actively competing with and sup-
planting common carriers by subsequently
adding a large number of contracts with
other shippers. In this connection, the Su-
preme Court recently stated in U. 8. v. Con-
tract Steel Carriers (350 U. B. 409), decided
March 2, 1956, that a contract carrier is free
to aggressively search for new business within
the limits of its license. This decision has
also cast considerable doubt on the correct-
ness of the Commission’s interpretation of
the act as to specialization. Freedom to so-
licit customers without restriction as to
specialized service will tend to obliterate the
distinction between common and contract
carriers which Congress intended.

The amendments proposed in the draft bill
would enable the Commission to give greater
effect to this congressional purpose by
amending the definition of contract carrier
by motor vehicle to state clearly that the
transportation services furnished by such
carriers are to be of a special and individual
nature for one or a limited number of per-
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sons and which are not provided by common
carriers; by specifically providing in section
209 (b) that the Commission, in granting
contract carrier authority, may include
terms, conditions, and limitations respecting
the person or persons or the number or class
thereof for which a contract carrier may
perform transportation services as may be
necessary to assure that the business con-
ducted by the permit holder is that of a
contract ecarrier and within the scope of its
permit; and by removing from the proviso
in section 209 (b) the prohibition against
the Commission limting the number of ef-
fective contracts which a contract carrier
may have under its permit. The proposed
further amendment to section 209 (b) which
would permit the issuance of contract car-
rier operating authorities only upon a show=-
ing that existing common carriers are un-
willing or unable to furnish the required
type of service would serve to provide a
further measure of control over unlimited
expansion of contracts for nonspecialized
service.

The recommended amendment to section
212 is in the nature of a *“grandfather”
clause authorizing the Commission to issue
a certificate in lieu of a permit without proof
of convenience and necessity where it finds
the operations of existing permit holders do
not confornr to the revised definition, are
those of a common carrier, and are otherwise
lawful.

The proposed new subsection (¢) to sece
tion 203, prohibiting the performance of for-
hire motor carrier transportation in inter-
state or foreign commerce without a certifi-
cate or permit from the Commission, is neces-
sary because under the proposed revision of
the motor contract carrier definition cer-
tain types of operations formerly included in
the definition would be excluded therefrom,
not all of which would come within the
definition of effectlve contracts which a con-
tract carrier may have under its permit.
The proposed further amendment to section
209 (b) which would permit the issuance of
contract carrler operating authorities only
upon a showing that existing common car-
riers are unwilling or unable to furnish the
required type of service would serve to pro-
vide a further measure of control over un-
limited expansion of contracts for non-
speclalized service.

The recommended amendment to section
212 is in the nature of a grandfather clause
authorizing the Commission to issue a cer-
tificate in lieu of a permit without proof of
convenience and necessity where it finds the
operations of existing permit holders do not
conform to the revised definition, are those
of a common carrier, and are otherwise
lawful.

The proposed new subsection (¢) to sec-
tion 203, prohibiting the performance of for-
hire motor carrier transportation in inter-
state or forelgn commerce without a certifi-
cate or permit from the Commission, is neces-
sary because under the proposed revision of
the motor contract carrier definition certain
types of operations formerly included in the
definition would be excluded therefrom, not
all of which would come within the defini-
tion of common carrier by motor vehicle as
set forth in section 203 (a) (14) of the act.
In the absence of such a provislon, anyone
engaging in motor transportation for com-
pensation, either with or without a permit,
which is not that of a common carrier be-
cause not held out to the general public,
or for other reasons, and which is not within
the amended and restricted definition of a
contract carrier would not be subject to
regulation by the Commission as either a
common or a contract carrier. Presumably
such person would also be able to engage In
such operations without being subject to
any regulation whatever, not even to the
safety and hours of service regulations which
are applicable to private carriers. Without
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this proposed provision the proposed amend-
ments would not accomplish the intended
result.

It should be noted in this connection that
if the second proviso in section 206 (a) (1)
of the act is repealed, as recommended by the
Commission in its 70th Annual Report (Legis-
lative Recommendation No, 9), the reference
thereto in proposed new section 203 (¢) in
the attached draft bill should be stricken.

JUSTIFICATION FOR HRECOMMENDATION 20

The attached draft bill is designed to make
the authority of the Interstate Commerce
Commission under section 11 of the Clayton
Antitrust Act applicable to contract as well
as to common carriers subject to the Inter-
state Commerce Act.,

At the time the Clayton Act was passed,
the Commission had jurisdiction under the
Interstate Commerce Act only over certain
common carriers, principally common car-
riers by railroad. Since that time it has been
given jurisdiction over various other com-
mon carriers, and also over contract carriers
by motor vehicle and by water. The Com-
mission's jurisdiction under section 11 of the
Clayton Act, however, still applies only to
common carriers subject to the Interstate
Commerce Act. It appears, therefore, under
the present provisions of section 11, that ju-
risdiction over the acquisition by one corpo=
ration of stock in another corporation, where
the effect would be to substantlally lessen
competition, would be in the Federal Trade
Commission where contract carriers are in-
volved, while at the same time the Inter-
state Commerce Commission would have
jurisdiction under section 5 of the Interstate
Commerce Act over the establishment of
common control of two or more contract
carriers.

Under sectlon 5 of the Interstate Com-
merce Act, the standards prescribed and used
in determining whether or not a proposed
transaction, within the scope thereof, should
be approved by the Commission are different
from those used by the Department of Jus-
tice and other agencies in determining
whether or not any violations of the Clayton
Act or other antitrust laws have been com-=-
mitted. This is necessarily so because a
regulated industry is involved, which regu-
lation in itself protects the public interest.

Inasmuch as the Interstate Commerce
Commission has jurisdiction over various ac-
tivities and practices of contract carriers,
and the issuance and transfer of permits au-
thorizing the operation thereof, it seems log-
ical and appropriate that the Commission
should also administer the Clayton Act with
respect to contract carriers as well as com=-
mon carriers subject to the Interstate Com-
merce Act. This would make for greater
uniformity in the application of the Clayton
Act to the transportation industry and would
also serve to avoid the possibility of confilct=
ing requirements being imposed upon such
carriers by the different agencies,

JUSTIFICATION FOR RECOMMENDATION 24

The attached draft bill would give the
Interstate Commerce Commission authority
to establish rules, standards, and instruc-
tions for the installation, inspection,
maintenance, and repair of power or train
brakes.

Under section 3 of the act of March 2,
1903 (45 U. 8, C., sec. 10), the Commission
is charged with the responsibility of enforc-
ing the power or train brake provisions of
the Safety Appliance Acts (45 U. 8. C., secs,
1-16). It does not, however, have the au-
thority to prescribe rules, standards, and in-
structions for the installation, inspection,
maintenance, and repair of such equipment.
(Promulgation and Enforcement of Rules,
Standards, and Instructions for Installation,
Inspection, Maintenance and Repair of Power
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Brakes, I C. C. » Docket No.
31938, decided January 3, 1957.)

Sectlion 1 of the act of March 2, 1893 (45
U. S. C, sec. 1) provides, in part, that it shall
be unlawful to run any train that does not
have a sufficlent number of cars equipped
with power or train brakes so that the engi-
neer of the locomotive drawing the train can
control its speed without requiring brake-
men to use the common hand brake for that
purpose, and section 2 of the act of March
2, 1903 (45 U, 8. C,, sec. 9) provides that
any train which is operated with power or
train brakes shall have such brakes on 50
percent of such cars used and operated by
the engineer and all power brake cars as-
soclated together with such 50 percent shall
have their brakes so used and operated. The
Commission’s order of June 6, 1910, increased
this percentage to B5. Subsequent orders of
the Commission requiring, with certain ex-
ceptions, the installation of power brakes on
all cars has had the effect of increasing this
percentage to 100 percent.

Since almost all cars are now equipped
with power or train brakes, all such cars asso-
ciated together must have their brakes used
and operated. Inoperative train brakes as-
sociated together with operative brakes are
in violation of the law. To assure compli=
ance with the law, some method must be
adopted to determine If each such brake is
operative. The only way in which this de-
termination can be made is by actual visual
inspection of each brake after the cars are
assembled in the train.

Because of the nature of the power or
train brakes, rigid maintenance standards
must be maintained in order to assure oper=-
ative brakes. The design of these brakes is
such that their efficiency is dependent upon
correctness of adjustment. A train brake
may be operative, but in such poor adjust-
ment that its braking effect is practically
nonexistent.

In order to insure that power or train
brakes are kept in proper adjustment and
properly maintained, and to insure efficient
operative brakes, the Commission in 1925
cooperated with the mechanical division of
the Association of American Rallroads in the
formulation of a code of rules for maintain-
ing and testing air brakes. This code, which
has been revised from time to time, repre-
sents minimum requirements for inspection,
maintenance, and repair of train brakes. It
was last revised in 1953. The Assoclation of
American Rallroads, however, has no author=
ity to require adoption of the code by the
carriers or to enforce compliance with its
rules; nor is there any provision in the law
requiring compliance with these rules. Each
rallroad is free to adopt, amend, or disregard
the rules in whole or in part. Some railroads
have adopted standards equal to or more
exacting than the code, while others have
chosen to adopt rules which do not meet
the minimum requirements. Even among
those railroads that have adopted the asso=
clation’s code, there is widespread noncom-
pliance of the rules, particularly with respect
to train brake inspections.

During the fiscal year ended June 30, 1956,
the Commission’s inspectors made train-
brake inspections on 2,484 trains, consist-
ing of 117,399 cars, before departing from
terminals. A total of 8,007 cars were found
to have inoperative or inefficient airbrakes.
Of this number, 3,221 were detached from
the traln and the airbrakes subsequently
repaired, 4.634 had thelr airbrakes repaired
while still in the train, and 152 with inoper-
ative alrbrakes were allowed by the carriers
to depart in the trains. These trains had
been prepared for departure by the carrier's
employees, yet when afterward tested by the
Commission’s inspectors it was necessary to
set out or repair the brakes on an average of
8.16 cars per train, and 6.7 cars per hundred
were found with defective train brakes. Air-
brake tests were also made on 1,588 trains,
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consisting of 96,962 cars upon arrival at ter-
minals. Brakes were found to be operative
on 94,879 cars in these trains, or on 79.9
percent thereof. Of these operative, how-
ever, 8,867, or 9.14 cars out of every 100
inspected, had train brakes with impaired
efficiency due to excessive piston travel.

During the same fiscal year the Commis-
slon’s inspectors observed many instances
where the minimum requirements of the
association’s code had not been met. These
matters were brought to the attention of
the railroad managements involved, but
with little or no improvement.

The records of the Commission indicate a
progressive deterioration of train brake in-
spection and maintenance practices. It is
therefore apparent that the carriers are
elther unable to enforce their own rules or
are deliberately ignoring minimum require-
ments for safety.

In the past the railroads have generally
cooperated with Government inspectors in
the administration of the Safety Appliance
Acts. Recently, however, several instances
of lack of such cooperation have been re-
ported. Our inspectors have been deliber-
ately prevented from making traln-brake
inspections at certain terminals. This has
been done by not providing the inspectors
the opportunity to make their inspections,
or by permitting the trains to depart before
their examinations of the train brakes have
been completed, notwithstanding that de-
lays resulting from such Iinspections are
trifiing.

The industry’s self-ilmposed rules have not
produced the desired results. The Commis-
slon believes that the problem can be met by
giving it statutory authority to prescribe and
enforce adequate power and frain brake
rules. It is therefore urged that the Safety
Appliance Acts be amended as proposed In
the draft bill in order to provide the degree
of safety contemplated therein for employees
and the traveling public.

PROPOSED NATIONAL POTATO
GRADE LABELING ACT

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. President,
on behalf of myself, my colleague, the
junior Senator from Maine [Mr. PAYNE],
and Senators AIKEN, ALLOTT, BARRETT,
BRripGeS, BusH, CHAVEZ, DWORSHAK, IVES,
Javirs, MacNUSON, MANSFIELD, MORSE,
NEUBERGER, and Young, I introduce, for
appropriate reference, a bill relating to
the quality requirements for, and the in-
spection, certification, and labeling of,
Irish potatoes. I ask unanimous consent
that the bill lie on the desk through Fri-
day next, to permit any Senator who de-
sires to cosponsor it to do so.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
bill will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and, without objection, the bill
will lie on the desk, as requested by the
Senator from Maine.

The bill (S. 1393) to authorize the Na-
tional Potato Grade Labeling Act, which
provides quality requirements for, and
the inspection, certification, and labeling
of Irish potatoes, introduced by Mrs.
Emite of Maine (for herself and other
Senators), was received, read twice by its
title, and referred tfo the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry.

DISCONTINUANCE OF POSTAL
SAVINGS SYSTEM

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, on be-
half of myself, and the Senator from
Utah [Mr. Bennerrl, I introduce, for
appropriate reference, a bill providing
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for the discontinuance of the Postal
Savings System.

The Postal Savings System was estab-
lished by an act of Congress on June 25,
1910, and has rendered a useful service.
I think, however, that on the basis of a
decline in deposits and the number of
depositors, it has become increasingly
uneconomic in its operation. This is
because fixed overhead remains rela-
tively stable, and offices with few depos-
itors must maintain records, file reports,
and account for balances and for cer-
tificates, and so forth.

It is interesting to note that the
amount on deposit as of June 30, 19586,
dropped to $1,765 million from §3,393
million on June 30, 1947, or a decrease
of about 50 percent. The decline for the
past 3 years has been well in excess of
$200 million a year.

The number of depositors has dropped
from a peak of 4,196,617, as of June 30,
1947, to 2,482,026 depositors, as of June
30, 1956. For the past 3 fiscal years,
respectively, the number of accounts
closed out have been 228,000, 223,000,
and 229,000.

The convenience of the public no
longer seems to be served as it was at
the time of the creation of the Postal
Savings System in 1910. At that time
there was no protection of depositor sav-
ings in the case of the failure of a bank.

The Postal Savings System provided
a convenient means whereby savings
could be deposited at earned interest
with complete assurance of repayment
by the Government. Since then, how-
ever, this assurance to the public is now
provided through the availability of
United States savings bonds, which earn
interest, and through the guaranty by
agencies of the Government of bank and
of savings and loan deposits.

At the time of enactment of the Postal
Savings Act, in 1910, the convenience of
small-town patrons was undoubtedly
taken into consideration. This is not so
important today, when less than 2 per-
cent of the aggregate deposits and of all
depositors are served by third-class and
fourth-class post offices. In fact, the
fourth-class post-office depositors aec-
count for only one-fiftieth of 1 percent
of all depositors. Ninety percent of the
depositors are in first-class offices, and
815 percent are in second-class offices.
Thus, deposits are concentrated in post
offices in communities which have com-
mercial banks. For the very few which
do not, the growth of automobile trans-
portation since 1910 and the increased
popularity of banking by mail have pro-
vided ready alternatives.

The Comptroller General of the United
States in his reports to Congress on the
survey and audit of the Postal Savings
System has consistently concluded that
the purpose and justification of the sys-
tem are no longer applicable, and has
consistently recommended that the Con-
gress give consideration to the further
need for the System.

The Commission on Organization of
the Executive Branch of the Government
recommended, in May 1955, that a plan
for orderly discontinuance of the Postal
Savings System be inaugurated. In
prior Congresses, bills calling for the
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abrupt termination of the Postal Savings
System have been introduced.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, I should like to ask the
Senator from EKansas whether he has
looked into the matter of the small de-
positors in the banks of the Nation dur-
ing the past 3 or 4 years.

Mr. CARLSON. Let me say to the dis-
tinguished chairman of my commiliee
that I have not done so, but I have fol-
lowed with interest the record of postal
savings.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
I should like to have printed in the Rec-
ORD a statement showing what the per-
sonal savings have been. I shall fur-
nish the statement in the near future. I
may say the records show that personal
savings have dropped while the Nation
as a whole has been prospering, which
is an indication that the small people are
not prospering at this time,

Mr. CARLSON. I think it would be
very helpful to have that information
printed in the RECORD.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I have
been associated with my colleague, the
Senator from Kansas [Mr. CarLsoN], as
one of the sponsors of the bill. I was its
original sponsor in 1952, as a result of a
statement made at that time by the
Comptroller of the Currency—namely,
that, in his opinion, the usefulness of the
Postal Savings System had ended. That
was b years ago.

If the deposits continue to drop, the
burden on the Department will continue
to increase. Furthermore, because the
interest rates being paid by the banks
and savings and loan associations are so
much higher than the rates paid by the
Postal Savings System, I also hope that
the transfer can be made with a mini-
mum of inconvenience,

I think this service has been very val-
uable, but I feel that it has outlived its
usefulness. I hope that when the time
comes, the Senate will pass the bill which
the Senator from EKansas [Mr. CarLsonN]
has introduced today, on behalf of him-
self and myself.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, I think I should make
clear that in the statement I made a mo-
ment ago, I was not opposing the bill as
chairman of the Committee on Post Of-
fice and Civil Service. Certainly we
shall hold hearings on the bill. In mak-
ing my statement, I was only pointing
out that the deposits by the small de-
positors of the Nation have been de-
creasing,

Mr. CARLSON. I appreciate the
statement the Senator from South Car-
olina has made. We are confident that
he, as chairman of the committee, will
have ample hearings held on the bill;
otherwise we would not have introduced
it.

I ask unanimous consent that the bill,
together with an explanation of it, may
be printed in the RECORD.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
bill will be received and appropriately
referred; and, without objection, the bill
and explanation will be printed in the
RECORD.

The hill (S. 1394) to provide for the
discontinuance of the Postal Savings
System established by the act of June 25,
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1910 (36 Stat. 814), as amended, and for
other purposes, introduced by Mr. CARL-
son (for himself and Mr. BENNETT), was
received, read twice by its title, referred
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service, and ordered to be printed in the
REcoRrD, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That (a) the 30th day
after the date of the enactment of this act
is hereby established as the closing date for
the Postal Savings System created by the act
of June 25, 1910 (36 Stat. 814), as amended,
and thereafter no deposits shall be accepted
in any existing postal savings account nor
shall any new postal savings accounts be
opened,

(b) Commencing with the 30th day after
the date of the enactment of this act, in-
terest on all postal savings deposits shall
cease to accrue on the interest anniversary
date of each outstanding deposit certificate.

Sec. 2. After June 30, 1858, the total
amount of the unpaid deposits, including
the accrued interest due thereon as shown by
the books of the Board of Trustees of the
Postal Savings System shall be transferred to
the Secretary of the Treasury, who shall de-
posit the sum so transferred under the au-
thority of this section in the trust fund re-
celpt account in the Treasury as “unclaimed
moneys of individuals whose whereabouts are
unknown (postal savings).” Expenditures
are authorized to be made from this account
as provided by section 17 (a) of the act of
June 26, 1934 (48 Stat. 1230; 31 U. 8. C. 725p).

SEec. 3. In order to facilitate the settlement
of the account of a depositor who cannot be
located or who is deceased, the amount to the
credit of such depositor, including such in-
terest as may be due thereon, shall be paid
in the following order of precedence, and
such payment shall be a bar to recovery by
any other person of amounts so paid:

First, to the spouse of such depositor;

Second, if there be no surviving spouse, to
the child or children of such depositor, and
d iants of d d children, by repre-
sentation;

Third, if none of the above, to the parents
of such depositor, or survivor of them; and

Fourth, if there be none of the above, to
the duly appointed legal representative of
such depositor, or if there be none, to the
person or persons determined by the Board
of Trustees of the Postal Savings System to
be entitled thereto under the laws of the
State in which the deposit was made.

Sec. 4. Where any payment of a postal
savings account, including such interest as
may be due thereon, is to be made to a minor,
except in the case of an account maintained
by a minor in his own name in accordance
with section 4 of the act of June 25, 1910
(36 Stat. 815) or to a person mentally incom-
petent or under other legal disability ad-
Jjudged by a court of competent jurisdiction,
such payment may be made to the person
who is constituted guardian or other fiduci-
ary by the law of the State of residence of
such eclaimant or is otherwise legally vested
with the care of the claimant or his estate.
Where no guardian or other fiduclary of the
person under legal disability has been ap-
pointed under the laws of the State of resi-
dence of the claimant, the Board of Trustees
of the Postal Savings System shall determine
the person who is otherwise legally vested
with the care of the claimant or his estate.
Payments made under this section shall be
a bar to recovery by any other person of
amounts so made.

Sec. 5. To facilitate the liquidation of the
Postal Savings System, the Secretary of the
Treasury shall redeem or purchase the public
debt obligations of the United States, held
for the account of the Postal Savings Sys-
tem, at their par value whenever it will not
be advantageous to sell such public debt
obligations on the regular market,
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Skc. 6. Until June 30, 1958, the Postmaster
General shall continue to cover into the
postal revenues the excess of interest and
profit occurring from the deposit or invest-
ment of postal savings funds after the pay-
ment of interest due depositors in the Postal
Savings System.

Sec. 7. The Board of Trustees of the Postal
Savings System, commencing with the 30th
day after the enactment of this act, shall not
be required to maintain the 5-percent reserve
of postal savings funds required to be main-
tained by the provisions of section 9 of the
act of 1910 as contained in section 2 of the
act of May 18, 1816 (38 BStat., 169), as
amended.

Sec. 8. Effective June 30, 1958, all powers,
functions, and duties vested in the Board of
Trustees and in the Postmaster General by
the act of June 25, 1910, as amended, shall
be and are hereby transferred to the Secre-
tary of the Treasury for the purpose of com-
pleting the liquidation of the Postal Savings
System.

Sec. 9. The Board of Trustees is hereby
authorized and directed to prescribe such
rules and regulations and make such delega-
tion of authority as may be necessary to
carry out the purposes of this act.

The explanation presented by Mr,
CARLSON is as follows:

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ON POSTAL SavINGS
BLL

EXPLANATION

Section 1 of the bill establishes the 30th
day after enactment as the date upon which
the Board of Trustees will close the Postal
Savings System. After that date, no deposits
in existing accounts will be accepted and no
new accounts will be opened. Interest will
cease to run on all outstanding certificates
on their anniversary date falling between
30 days after enactment and June 30, 1958.

Section 2 of the bill provides for the trans-
fer of the records and unpaid deposits, in-
cluding the accrued interest as shown by the
books of the Board of Trustees to the Secre-
tary of the Treasury. He will deposit the
sums in the trust fund known as Unclaimed
Moneys of Individuals Whose Whereabouts
Are Unknown (Postal Savings).

Bection 3 sets up a descent and distribu-
tion table for the payment of accounts to the
representatives of deceased depositors. In
the absence of this, we would be required to
observe the laws of each State with respect to
the descent and distribution, administration
of estates, and similar provisions of State
law. It would hamper us tremendously in
the orderly closing out of the accounts of the
postal savings if we have to apply the various
laws of the States.

Section 4 is a special provision with respect
to the payment of postal savings accounts to
minors.

Section 5 of the bill provides that the Sec-
retary of the Treasury shall redeem or pur-
chase public debt obligations of the United
States which are held for the account of the
Postal Savings System at their par value
whenever it is not advantageous to sell them
on the regular market. I am sure you will
appreciate that a serious situation could
occur if we were forced to sell our securities
purchased with depositors’ moneys at less
than par.

Section 6 provides that any interest ac-
cruing on bank accounts and from securities
over and above that necessary to pay the in-
terest due to depositors will be covered into
the postal revenues during the liquidation
year.

Section 7 authorizes the immediate use of
the 5-percent cash reserve now maintained in
the Department of the Treasury. This will,
of course, make ready cash available for
ligquidation purposes.

Section 8 merely provides for a shifting of
all powers and duties of the Board of Trus~
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tees to the Secretary of the Treasury for the
completion of liguidation.

Section 9 authorizes the Board of Trustees
to issue rules and regulations and to make
delegations of authority to accomplish the
objectives of the law.

CONSTRUCTION OF FLOOD PROTEC-
TION WORKS ON MISSISSIPPI
RIVER AT ST. PAUL AND SOUTH
ST. PAUL, MINN.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr, President, I
introduce, for appropriate reference, a
bill authorizing the construetion of local
flood-protection works on the Mississippi
River at St. Paul and South St. Paul,
Minn. I wish to make a brief statement
relating to the bill.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
bill will be received and appropriately
referred.

The bill (S. 1400) authorizing the con-
struction of local flood-protection works
on the Mississippi River at St. Paul and
South St. Paul, Minn., introduced by Mr.
HumPHREY, was received, read twice by
its title, and referred to the Committee
on Public Works.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President,
during 1951 and 1952 two savage floods—
the latest in a long series of lesser
floods—devastated large areas of the
cities of St. Paul and South St. Paul,
situated at approximately the confluence
of the Mississippi and Minnesota Rivers
at a point where the Mississippi River
becomes for the first time a formidable
stream.

One would not expect that a flood so
far upstream could cause such severe
damage as the Mississippi River did in St.
Paul and South St. Paul in 1951 and
1952, and which it has with considerable
frequency caused throughout the more
than 100 years of St. Paul’s existence.

Yet it is a fact that the damage to pri-
vate property and the cost of restoration
efforts in the west side of St. Paul fol-
lowing the 1952 flood was estimated at
$3,160,000. This, I point out, is substan-
tially the same as the estimated Federal
cost for the St. Paul section of a proposed
project to provide flood-protection works
for the west side of St. Paul and for the
city of South St. Paul.

A study and report by the district and
division engineers covering a proposed
flood-control project at St. Paul and
South St. Paul was approved by the
Board of Engineers for Rivers and Har-
bors on January 28, 1957. This approved
report will, within a few days, be sent to
State and local authorities and to other
Federal agencies for review, which can be
expected to take place within 3 weeks.

Estimated Federal costs of the twin
projeet are $3,137,700 for St. Paul, and
$2,567,700 for South St. Paul.

I wish to emphasize that not only has
it been thoroughly demonstrated that a
flood in the west side of St. Paul can
cause, and has caused, more than $3 mil-
lion in damages in a few short days, but
that a flood in the industrial section
of South St. Paul—a few miles down-
stream—strikes the site of the second
largest livestock market in the Nation.
Thus, not only is there extensive damage
and suffering to the immediate inhabit-
ants of South St. Paul, but it also causes
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the serious disruption of an industry
which serves a hinterland comprising
14 States and 3 provinces of Canada.

For these reasons I feel it necessary to
bring this urgent flood-control project
before the Congress at the earliest prac-
ticable moment, in the hope that it will
be possible to include authorization for
the project during the present session of
Congress.

TAX RELIEF FOR SMALL BUSINESS—
ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR OF BILL

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. President, on Jan-
uary 7, 1957, for myself and Senators
IvEs, BEALL, CAPEHART, BRICKER, and
BusH, I introduced the bill (8. 245) to
amend the Internal Revenue Code of
1954 in order to provide tax relief in
small corporations and more equitable
tax treatment for persons engaged in
small businesses. This bill would, if en-
acted, implement the small-business tax
recommendations of the President's
Cabinet Committee Report on Small
Business issued last August.

My good friend, the senior Senator
from Michigan [Mr. PorTER], who shares
our interest. in small-business tax prob-
lems, has indicated his desire to cospon-
sor this bill. I am happy, indeed, to ask
unanimous consent that the name of
‘the senior Senator from Michigan [Mr.
PorTER] be added to the list of cosponsors
of Senate bill 245.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

INCREASED PENSIONS TO CERTAIN
ANNUITANTS

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, on
yesterday I introduced a bill to increase
the compensation of certain annuitants.
The bill has been designated as S. 1355,
and has been referred to the Committee
on Post Office and Civil Service. In my
remarks on yesterday, I requested, at the
conclusion of my statement, unanimous
consent that the text of the bill be
printed in the body of the REcorp. How-
ever, although my remarks were printed
in the REcorp, the text of the bill was
not printed in the Recorp. Therefore, I
ask unanimous consent that in today’s
Recorp there be printed both my re-
marks on the bill and the text of the
bill itself.

There being no objection, the state-
ment and bill were ordered to be printed
in the REcorp, as follows:

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, I introduce,
for appropriate reference, a bill to increase
annuities payable to certain annuitants from
the civil-service retirement and disability
fund, and for other purposes.

In introducing this bill I desire to call at-
tention to the fact that those who are having
the most difficult time today in gaining the
necessaries of life, and in paying their way
of livellhood, are persons with small fixed
incomes, and particularly older people who
are confronted with the costs of living with-
out capacity to add to their incomes.

‘The bill would give to all annuitants under
civil service a reasonable increase, and in
particular it would take care of those who
were not covered in the increase of 1948,

I therefore introduce the bill, and ask that
it be appropriately referred, and I hope that
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at an early date the Congress will enact it
into law. I, therefore, ask unanimous con-
sent that the bill be printed in the body of
the REcoOrp following my remarks.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred.

The bill (8. 1855) to increase annuitles
payable to certain annuitants from the civil-
gervice retirement and disability fund, and
for other purposes, introduced by Mr. REVER~
comB, was received, read twice by its title,
and referred to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Bervice.

Senate bill 1355, introduced by Mr,
RevErRcoMmB is as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That (a) the annulty
of each individual who, on October 1, 19586,
was receiving or entitled to receive an an-
nuity from the civil-service retirement and
disability fund shall, in addition to any in-
crease in such annuity heretofore provided
by law, be further increased, effective on the
effective date of this act, in accordance with
the following schedule:

Portion of Portion of
If annuity annuity not in | annuity in
commenced excess of §1,5600 | excess of $1,500
on or after— shall be shall be
inereased by— | increased by—
October 1, 1955, and | 25 per centum.| 10 per centum,
prior to October 1,
1956,
October 1, 1054, and | 26 per centum.| 10 per centum,
llr;::r to October 1,
October 1, 1953, and | 27 per centum._| 10 per centum,
prior to October 1,
1954,
October 1, 1952, and | 28 per centum_| 10 per centum,
prior to October 1,
1953.
COctober 1, 1951, and | 29 per centum.| 10 per centum,
prior to October 1, :
1952,
August 20, 1920, and | 30 per centum.| 10 per centum,
iaili‘éti)r to October 1,

({b) No increase provided by subsection (a)
shall exceed $766 per annum for any in-
dividual or be computed on any part of the
annuity purchased by voluntary contribu-
tions. Except as provided in subsectlons (c)
and (d), the increases provided by this sec-
tion when added to the annuities of retired
employees shall not operate to increase the
annuities of their survivors.

(c) The annuity of a widow, widower, or
designated survivor annuitant of an individ-
ual referred to in subsection (a), which (i)
is payable from the civil service retirement
and disability fund, (ii) is based on the serv-
ice of such individual, and (iil) commences
after October 1, 1956, shall be Increased, ef-
fective on the beginning date of such annuity
or on the effective date of this act, which-
ever is later, by such amount if any as may
be necessary to provide such widow, widower,
or designated survivor annuitant with an
annuity equal to one-half of the annuity
which such individual was receiving at the
date of his death excluding any part thereof
purchased by voluntary contributions, but
such increased annuity in the case of a widow
or widower of an individual who retired prior
to April 1, 1948, shall not exceed $7566.

(d) The annuity of each surviving child of
an individual referred to in subsection (a),
which (i) is payable from the eivil service
retirement and disability fund, (ii) is based
on the service of such individual, and (ii1)
commences after October 1, 1956, shall be
increased, effective on the beginning date of
such annuity or on the effective date of this
act, whichever is later, by such amount if
any as may be necessary to provide each
such child with an annulty which—

(A) in any case in which such individual is
survived by a widow, shall be equal to one-
fourth of the annuity which such individual
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was recelving at the date of his death (ex-
cluding any part thereof purchased by vol-
untary contributions), except that no such
increased annuity shall exceed the lesser of
£1,200 divided by the number of such children
or $600; or

(B) in any ecase in which such individual
is not survived by a widow, shall be equal to
one-half of the annuity which such individ-
ual was receiving at the date of his death (ex-
cluding any part thereof purchased by vol-
untary contributions), except that no such
increased annuity shall exceed the lesser of
81,500 divided by the number of such chil-
dren or $720.

Sgc. 2. The limitation contained in the last
sentence of section 8 (d) (1) of the Civil
Service Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, as
amended, as enacted by the act of August 11,
1955 (69 Stat. €92; Public Law 860, B4th
Cong.), is repealed effective as of August 11,
1955, but no increase in annuity shall accrue
by reason of the enactment of this section
for any period prior to the effective date of
this act. In computing, for the purposes
of subsections (c) and (d) of section 1, the
amount of annuity which an individual who
died after September 30, 1856, and prior to
the effective date of this act was receiving
at the date of his death there shall be in-
cluded any amount which he would have re-
celved had this section been enacted prior to
such death.

Sec, 3. The widow of an employee where
such employee had completed 20 or mare
years of Federal service ani was subject to
the provisions of the Civil Service Retirement
Act, the Canal Zone Retirement Act, or the
Alaska Railroad Retirement Act at the time
of his death, before April 1, 1948, while in
the service of the United States or retired
from such service, on or before such date,
if such widow had been legally married to
such employee or retiree for a period of at
least 10 years prior to his death and was not
entitled to any annuity based upon the serv-
ice of such employee or retiree under any
other provisions of the Civil Service Retire-
ment Act and has not remarried, shall be
entitled to recelve an annuity equal to one=
half of the annuity to which such employee
or retiree would have been entitled to receive
under the annuity computation formula in
effect at the time of his death or received (ex~
cluding any part thereof purchased by vol-
untary contributions), but not to exceed $756
per annum. Any annuity granted to a sur-
vivor under this section shall commence on
the first day of the month following the
month in which application therefor has
been duly filed with the Clvil Service Com-
mission, and shall cease upon the death, or
remarriage, of the annuitant.

Sec. 4. The monthly installment of any
annuity increased or provided by this act
shall be fixed at the nearest dollar.

Sec. 5. The annuities and increases In an-
nuities provided by this act shall be paid
from the civil service retirement and dis-
ability fund; but such annuities and in-
creases In annuities shall terminate on tne
30th day of June of any calendar year, after
the calendar year 19569, in which an appro-
priation shall not have been made by the
Congress prior to July 31 of such year to
compensate such fund for the cost, as de-
termined by the United States Civil Service
Commission, of such annuities and increases
in annuities during the fiscal year ending
on June 30 of the following calendar year.
After such termination the preceding sections
of this act shall not be in effect and an-
nuities and increases in annuities within the
purview of this act shall be determined and
pald in the same manner as immediately
prior to the effective date of this act and as
though this act had not been enacted.

SEc. 6. This act shall take effect on the first
day of the second calendar month follow-
ing the date of enactment of this act,
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ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTI-
CLES, ETC., PRINTED IN THE REC-
ORD

On request, and by unanimous consent,
addresses, editorials, articles, etc., were
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

By Mr. MANSFIELD:

Address entitled “United States Forelgn
Policy Today and Tomorrow,” delivered by
him at Georgetown University on February
25, 19567.

By Mr. McCNAMARA:

Statement prepared by him
Federal aid for school co

By Mr. ANDERSON:

Remarks made by him before Bernalillo
County Democratic Convention, Albuquer-
que, N. Mex., on February 18, 1857.

discussing
.

NOTICE OF HEARINGS ON SENATE
BILL 11, TO AMEND SECTION 2 (B)
OF THE ROBINSON-PATMAN ACT

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, on
behalf of the Subcommittee on Antitrust
and Monopoly Legislation of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, I desire to give
notice that public hearings have been
scheduled to commence on Tuesday,
‘March 12, 1957, at 10 a. m., in room 424,
Senate Office Building, on S. 11, a bill to
amend section 2 (b) of the Robinson-
Patman Act so as to provide that the
good-faith defense is not a substantive
defense when the discriminatory price
practices are of such magnitude as to
tend to lessen competition or tend to
ereate a monopoly in any line of com-
merce.

The subcommittee consists of the
Senator from Missouri [Mr. HENNINGS],
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
O’ManoneY], the Senator from West
Virginia [Mr. NegLy], the Senator from
North Dakota [Mr. Lancer], the Senator
from Illinois [Mr, Dirksen], the Senator
from Wisconsin [Mr. WiLEY], and myself
as chairman.

NOTICE OF HEARING ON H. R. 2528,
TO AUTHORIZE THE SALE OF THE
GOVERNMENT-OWNED ALCOHOL
BUTADIENE FACILITY AT LOUIS-
VILLE, KY., KNOWN AS PLANCOR
1207

Mr, DOUGLAS. Mr. President, on be-
half of the Subcommittee on Production
and Stabilization of the Senate Commit-
tee on Banking and Currency, I desire to
give notice that a public hearing will be
held on the bill H. R. 2528, to authorize
the sale of the Government-owned alco-
hol butadiene facility at Louisville, Ky.,
known as Plancor 1207, on Thursday,
March 7, 1957, at 10 a. m., in room 301,
Senate Office Building,

All persons who desire to appear and
testify at this hearing are requested to
notify Mr. J. H. Yingling, chief clerk,
Committee on Banking and Currency,
room 303, Senate Office Building, tele-
phone National 8-3120, extension 865,
as soon as possible.
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STATEMENT BY SENATOR ENOW-
LAND, A UNITED STATES REPRE-
SENTATIVE TO THE UNITED NA-
TIONS, CONCERNING COMPLAINT
BY SOVIET RUSSIA

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. Presidentf, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the body of the Recorp the text of a
statement I made yesterday in the
United Nations Special Political Com-
mittee in my capacity as United States
Representative on the Special Commit-
fee, and speaking in behalf of the Gov-
ernment of the United States in answer
to a complaint by the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics relative to the Gov=
ernment of the United States.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR WiLLIaM 8. Enow-
LAND, UNITED STATES REPRESENTATIVE IN THE
SpeECIAL POLITICAL COMMITTEE ON THE SOVIET
ITEM ENTITLED “COMPLAINT BY THE UNION
OF SoVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS OF INTER-
VENTION BY THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
IN THE DOMESTIC AFFAIRS OF ALBANIA, BUL~
GARTA, CZECHOSLOVAKIA, HUNGARY, POLAND,
RUMANIA, AND THE U. 8. 8. R., AND ITs SuUB~
VERSIVE ACTIVITY AGAINST THOSE STATES"

Mr. Chairman, the torrent of abuse against
my country which the Soviet Unlon has
launched in recent months is nothing new.
It is a disagreeable old story brought up te
date.

We Americans naturally dislike hearing our
country attacked from any quarter. But we
know that what the Soviet representative
says, like many accusations he has made here
in the past, will be recognized as false by
this General Assembly and by the whole free
world.

Most of these charges by the Soviet Union
are familiar in the United Nations. The
Boviet representative himself has noted that
fact. As he said, his country put forward
many of them in the General Assembly in
1951. And they were rejected by the Assem-
bly—he forgot to mention this—on January
10, 1952, by a vote of 42 to 5. The wide
variety of other false and sensational accu-
sations which his delegation has brought
agalnst my country here nearly every year
for 10 years past has likewise been rejected,
and by overwhelming majorities. In this
process the very term “Soviet item" has be-
come a synonym to United Nations delega-
tions for a propaganda offensive against the
United States.

By reviving these charges, the Soviet Union

is merely trying to divert world attention
from its own year-in and year-out program
of using foreign Communist parties to sub-
vert and undermine the government of free
countries all over the world. Also, no doubt,
the Soviet Union would like to obscure the
truth revealed in recent discussions by the
Assembly of the situation in Hungary, and
for that purpose produces its own myth of
United States intervention in Eastern Europe.
Once again we call upon the Soviet Union
to permit free access to Eastern Europe, and
thus to the facts,
- It is well to remember that a story does
not become true merely by being detalled.
Often here in the General Assembly the
Soviet delegation has produced reams of ma-
terial to support charges they thought it
expedient to make, but always the charges
have been discredited and rejected.

We regret that the Assembly’'s time must
be taken up by these well-known charges,
particularly now when new grave interna-
tional problems need to be discussed, but the
United States appreciates this opportunity
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to clarify matters once again. When we are
falsely accused we cannot remain silent.
Naturally, we would like to see improved
and different conditions in Eastern Europe.
We shall never cease to hope that the now
captive peoples will be permitted to enjoy
those fundamental rights and freedoms rec-
ognized in the United Nations Charter. If
we can say or do something here that can
help to reassure our Soviet colleagues that
our motives and policies in no way menace
Soviet security, and indeed, that they reflect
an objective on which all must agree—to
preserve and maintain international peace—
this discucsion will have served a wuseful
purpose.
II. UNITED STATES AIMS TOWARD EASTERN EUROPE

Mr. Chairman, it Is necessary at the outset
fo put the record straight about United
States policy. As the Soviet Government
knows, the chief spokesmen of United States
foreign policy are the President of the United
States and the Secretary of State. They are
the sources to whom I shall refer in this
discussion.

In Moscow’s picture of United States poli-
cles regarding Eastern Europe there are two
chief distortions. One of these is the idea
that the United States wants to impose its
political and economic ideas on Eastern
Europe. That Is untrue. In a speech at
Dallas, Tex., on October 27, 19566, Secretary
Dulles safd:

“The captive peoples should never have
reason to doubt that they have in us a sin-
cere and dedicated friend who shares their
aspirations. They must know that they can
draw upon our abundance to tide themselves
over the perlod of economic adjustment
which is inevitable as they rededicate their
produetive efforts to the service of their own
people, rather than that of explolting mas-
ters. Nor do we condition economic tles be-
tween us upon the adoption by these coun-
tries of any particular form of soclety.”

The second Moscow distortion, even graver
in its import, is that we want to turn the
Eastern European countries into military
allies or even military bases from which to
attack the Soviet Union. In the same ad-
dress at Dallas Secretary Dulles sald:

“And let me make this clear, beyond a pos-
sibility of doubt! The United States has no
ulterior purpose in desiring the independ-
ence of the satellite countries. Our unadul-
terated wish is that these people, from whom
so0 much of our national life derives, should
have sovereignty restored to them, and that
they should have governments of their own
free choosing. We do not look upon these
nations as potential military allies. We see
them as friends and as part of a new and
friendly and no longer divided Europe.”

Further on this point, President Eisen-
hower in his television report to the Nation
last October 31 said:

“We have also—with respect to the Soviet
Union—soughtly clearly to remove any false
fears that we would look upon new govern=
ments in these Eastern European countries as
potential military allies. We have no such
ulterior purpose. We see these peoples as
friends, and we wish simply that they be
friends who are free."”

Again on Decrmber 18 in his press confer-
ance in Washington, Sscretary Dulles re-
emphasized that we have no wish to turn
these countries into our allies. He con-
tinued:

“The United States is very openminded to
any suggestions that might be made as to the
status—whether neutfralization or other-
wise—of satellite countries which would take
away any fear, I would hope, by the Saviet
Union that it would be physically or mili-
tarily endangered if it facilitated this evolu-
tion to independence.”

Mr. Chairman, once again the Soviet Union
seems determined to misrepresent the United
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States as a power bent on congquest by pro-
ducing its familiar flle of press clippings
which prove nothing. But if the Soviet lead-
ers honestly seek to know that the true pur-
poses of the United States are toward East-
ern Europe and the entire world, I suggest
they study without prejudgment the state-
ments I have just quoted. I suggest also that
they study with equal seriousness the inau-
gural address of President Eisenhower a
month ago, in which he said:

“We honor the aspirations of those na-
tions which, now captive, long for freedom.
‘We seek neither their military alinement nor
any artificlal integration with our soclety.
And they can know the warmth of the wel-
come that awaits them when, as must be,
they join again the ranks of freedom.

“We honor no less in this divided world
than in a less tormented time, the people of
Russia. We do not dread—rather do we wel-
come—their progress in education and in-
dustry. We wish them success in their de-
mands for more Intellectual freedom, greater
security before their own laws, fuller enjoy-
ment of the rewards of their own toil. And
as such things may come to pass, the more
certain will be the coming of that day when
our peoples may freely meet in friendship.”

III. TRUE SOURCES OF TENSION IN EASTERN
EUROFE

Mr. Chairman, what I have said makes it
clear enough that there is nothing in United
States policy in which the Soviet Union can
find cause for alarm. Obviously we must
look elsewhere to find the true causes of ten-
sion and unrest in Eastern Europe. Recent
tragic events in Hungary illustrate conclu-
sively the root of the problem—the complete
and total suppression of every expression of
independence which the Soviets, in their
psychopathic concern for security, regard as
a threat to their control of the area.

How did this state of affairs come to pass
in Eastern Europe? It came about as a re-
sult of the aggressive policies and repressive
actions of the Soviet Union for nearly two
decades.

The Soviet Union has denied the legitimate
aspirations of the peoples of Eastern Europe
for national independence.

The Soviet Union has denied to these peo-
ples basic human freedoms recognized in the
Charter of the United Natlons.

The Soviet Union has imposed puppet
governments on the states of Eastern Europe
and has used its armed forces to keep those
governments in power.

The Soviet Union has plundered the econ-
omies of these countries for the benefit of
the Soviet state.

The Soviet Union converted the three Bal-
tic Republics of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithu-
anla into Soviet Provinces in violation of
their solemn treaties of friendship and non-
aggression.

The Soviet Unlon has built up large satel-
lite armies staffed by Soviet officers.

The Soviet Union has cut off the captive
peoples from contact with the free world by
monopolizing all channels of communica-
tions.

The Soviet Union has filled the newspapers
and schoolbooks of Eastern Europe with
“Hate Amerlca” slogans.

The Soviet Union has persecuted the
churches and intimidated and harassed those
who worship God.

The Soviet Union has erected physical bar-
riers against escape, including barbed wire,
mine fields, and lookout towers.

The peoples of this area unceasingly seek
ways and means of piercing this Iron Curtain
which separates them from contact with the
rest of the world. Clearly it is the Soviet
Union which has intervened directly in the
internal affairs of the countries of Eastern
Europe.

These, Mr. Chairman, are some of the
major sources of tension in Eastern Europe.
All of them arise from the actions and poli-
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cles of the Soviet Union itself. Were it to
change these actions and policies, the Soviet
Union would find its own security enhanced
and the cause of international peace would
be immeasurably advanced.

IV. THE TRUTH ABOUT HUNGARY

Mr. Chairman, no event of our times
has more clearly illustrated the nature of
these tensions than the uprising of the Hun-
garian people against their Soviet masters.

There is no need to recite here the history
of Hungary, which is still fresh in the minds
of all of us. The Special United Nations
Committee on the Problem of Hungary has
made an excellent beginning on its assign-
ment in the report which it issued on Febru-
ary 21, which I commend to the attention of
the members of this committee. Itis enough
for me to mention such highlights of the
Hungarian story as have a bearing on the
absurd Soviet charge that the United States
instigated these tragic events.

1 quote from a letter presented on Febru-
ary 4 to the Secretary General from Mr.
Peter Mod, who signed himself permanent
representative of Hungary to the United Na-
tions. This letter was circulated as Docu-
ment A/3521, February 5, and here is what
it says about the calling in of Soviet forces
to crush a patriotic outburst of Hungarian
national feeling:

“The Hungarian Government exercised its
sovereign rights and called for the assist-
ance of Boviet troops stationed in Hungary
under the Warsaw Defense Pact so as to
avoid further bloodshed and disorder and to
defend the democratic order and the peo-
ples' power."”

Mr. Chairman, I have three comments on
this story.

First, if the Hungarian Government had
to call for troops, it is strange that it did not
call for the Hungarian Army, a sizable mili-
tary force. It is clear throughout the years
of Soviet rule over Hungary, the regime was
unable to arm Hungarians to handle an anti-
Soviet fight in Budapest.

Second, the allegation that Soviet troops
intervened to avoid further bloodshed can-
not be passed over without comment. In
fact, the massive intervention by Soviet
tanks to avoid further bloodshed brought
death to an estimated 25,000 on the Hun-
garian side, as well as several thousand Rus-
sians.

Third, it is all very well for Mr. Mod on
February 5 to tell us about the calling in of
Boviet troops, but there is an earlier message
to the United Nations which will not soon
be forgotten here, and which I wish to quote
at this point. It was a cablegram addressed
on November 1 to the Secretary General, and
signed by Imre Nagy, President of the Coun-
cil. of Ministers of the Hungarian People's
Republic, designated Minister for Foreign
Affairs. This telegram stated as follows:

“Reliable reports have reached the Gov-
ernment of the Hungarian People’s Republic
that further Soviet units are entering into
Hungary. The President of the Councll of
Ministers in his capacity of Minister for
Foreign Affairs summoned M. Andropov, Am=-
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary
of the Soviet Union to Hungary, and ex-
pressed his strongest protest against the
entry of further Soviet troops into Hungary.
He demanded the instant and immediate
withdrawal of these Soviet forces. He in-
formed the Soviet Ambassador that the Hun-
garian Government immediately repudiates
the Warsaw Treaty and at the same time
declares Hungary's neutrality, turns to the
United Nations and requests the help of
the four great powers in defending the coun-
try’s meutrality. The Government of the
Hungarian People’s Republic made the dec-
laration of neutrality on November 1, 1956.
Therefore, I request Your Excellency
promptly to put on the agenda of the forth-
coming General Assembly of the United
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Nations the question of Hungary's neutrality
and the defense of this neutrality by the
four great powers.”

I come again to the Soviet charge that
this resolution was instigated by the United
States. Mr. Mod's letter appears to be the
only attempt at a systematic summary of
these speeific eharges that we have seen to
date. Under the heading of “Facts That
Have Come to Light,” it names 5 Hungarians
as sples and counterrevolutionaries, and it
alleges' that 1 of these had sent 20 others
into Hungary—it quotes 2 broadcasts by
Radio Free Europe advising the Freedom
Fighters not to trust Imre Nagy—and it says
that a 2-way radio and various small arms
of German, Belgian, and American manufac-
ture, were captured in one of the Freedom
Fighters' strongholds.

Examine that letter as you will, Mr. Chair-
man, those are the only concrete details it
contains to support the Soviet charge that
the United States instigated the Hungarian
revolution. We are being asked to believe
that a foreign plot, resting on the work of
some 2 dozen emigre agents, caused the pop-
ulation of Budapest to rise en masse, and
that the resulting insurrection had to be
crushed at the cost of 25,000 Hungarian lives,
Clearly, we must look for the real origin of
the events not outside Hungary, but inside—
in years of brutal misrule by the servants of
Moscow.

It is not necessary to go to so-called
“capitalist” sources to find support for this
statement. Here is part of an editorial from
the Budapest newspaper, Szabad Nep, dated
October 29, 1956:

“The latest issue of Pravda carries a dis-
patch from its own correspondent about the
events in Hungary entitled ‘Collapse of the
Antipopular Adventure in Hungary,” This is
an error. What happened in Budapest was
neither antipopular nor an adventure. What
is more, it did not collapse. For 5 days this
city, torn by fate, shed blood and suffered.
But through hundreds of deaths, the ideals
of true patriotism and democracy were burn-
ing in the fires.

“The glogans of Socialist democracy were
the loudest to be heard and not those of the
reaction and counterrevolution. The revo-
lutionary people of Buda and Pest want a
people’s freedom without tyranny, terror, and

fear. They want more bread and national
independence. Is this then an antipopular
adventure?

“What collapsed could indeed be called
antipopular. It was the reign of the
Rakosi-Géro clique.

“The Pravda article further states that
manifestations of the people of Pest and the
revolt were instigated by the subversive work
of the British and American imperialists. We
can safely say that all 1.5 million inhabi-
tants of Budapest are deeply hurt and in-
sulted by this assertion. In body or in
spirit, a large portion of the population of
Budapest was present at the demonstra-
tions on Tuesday, October 23. They sympa-
thized or agreed with the basic patriotic and
democratic aims of the great popular up-
rising.

“The bloedy, tragic, but at the same time
ennobling fight, lasting 5 days, was not insti-
gated by some sort of subversive work. It
was caused, alas, by our own faults and
crimes, The greatest of our faults and
crimes was our failure to protect the sacred
flame which our ancestors had bequeathed
to us—our national independence."

And not only Budapest, Mr, Chairman, but
Moscow, also began to admit the same truth,
however reluctantly. On October 30 the
Soviet Government Iissued a remarkable
statement.

“The Sovlet Government and all the Soviet
people deeply regret that the development
of events in Hungary has led to bloodshed.
On the request of the Hungarian People's
Government the Soviet Government con-
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sented to the entry into Budapest of Soviet
Army ‘units to assist the Hungarian-People's
Army and the Hungarian authorities to es-
tablish order in the town. Belleving that
the further presence of Soviet Army units in
Hungary can serve as a cause for even greater
deterioration of the situation, the Soviet
Government has given instructions to its
military command to withdraw the Soviet
Army units from Budapest as soon as this
is recognized as necessary by the Hungarian
Government."

Mr. Chairman, despite all the elliptical
phrases in that Soviet Government state-
ment, two things are noteworthy:

1. Not one word in the whole statement—
which is much longer than the part just
quoted—alleges outside instigation, by the
United States or any other country. That
line began to be played vigorously only after
the Soviet Union had proceeded, through an
act of classic perfidy, to crush the revolution
and disperse the Nagy government.

2. On October 30, Moscow admitted in ef-
fect that its army was fighting against a
genuine patriotic outburst.  That is the only
possible meaning of its admission that the
further presence of Soviet Army units in
Hungary can serve as a cause for even greater
deterioration of the situation, The Soviet
leaders can never unsay that admission,

October 30 was the high tide of Soviet
candor. On November 2, after the Nagy
government repudiated the Warsaw Pact, and
declared neutrality for Hungary, hundreds of
Bovlet tanks descended on Budapest. Then
Moscow began to tell a different story—that
the United States had planned the mass up-
rising of the Hungarian people.

Mr. Chairman, to most of us here this
Soviet argument is a mockery of the facts,
We wonder how any man can present it with
a straight face. We must remember, how-
ever, that the Soviet measure of truth con-
sists solely of whatever advances the inter-
ests of the party and the regime.

¥. CONCLUSION

There s much that we could propose in
the way of Assembly action on this subject,
and we would willingly make proposals if we
thought that new and constructive resolu-
tions at this time were likely to be a benefi-
cent influence on. Soviet policy. However,
there is little reason to hope that that would
be the case.

The General Assembly has adopted many
resolutions pertinent to the problems raised
here, most recently with regard to Hungary.
The Soviet Union has always failed to ob=-
serve them. The United States feels that
this 1s not the time for the General Assembly
to add new resolutions to what has already
been so well expressed. As in so many cases,
the need is for Soviet compliance.

Yet we do not despair. We look for the
time when the Sovlet Government will see
fit to restore to the peoples of Eastern Europe
their national freedom; to open up their
borders to the fresh air of genuinely free
interchange with all nations; and to con-
centrate on promoting the genuine safety
and welfare and creative power of thelr own
remarkable people. No event within the
power of governments could be of greater
benefit to world peace. Someday the Soviet
Government must recognize that freedom in
Eastern Europe is not incompatible with
Soviet security.

If progress is to be made along this road,
Mr. Chairman, it is the Soviet Union which
must help itself. Today its leaders remain
committed to a grim totalitarian philosophy
of confiict which leads to suppression of
human liberty, to battling all ideas differing
from their own.,

Mr. Chairman, I close with this word of
hope. Long after the Soviet slanders we have
heard today are forgotten, this General As-
sembly will be remembered for the devoted
efforts made here in favor of a just peace.
The settlements for which we strive are based
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on the idea that disagreements between na-
tions, no matter how stubborn, can be solved
without war. The United States believes
that the political warfare which Soviet Com-
munist feels obligated to wage against the
free world need not be an exception to that
rule, It is of human origin, it is limited,
and it will end. May the Soviet Union un-
derstand this fact, so that, with its prompt
and indispensable help, we can begin to end
the conflict peacefully, and in the justice
and friendship for which humanity longs.

NOMINATION OF DAVID K. E. BRUCE
TO BE AMBASSADOR TO WESTERN
GERMANY

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi=
dent, one of the more unusual mani-
festations of partisanship has appeared
in this morning’s newspapers. It was
carried ir: a story by the very careful and
very responsible Associated Press cor=
respondent, Jack Bell.

The story describes protests carried
all the way to the White House by some
of our colleagues against the nomina-
tion of David K. E. Bruce to be Ambas-
sador to West Germany. The protests
have an overtone that deserves careful
consideration.

The protests do not claim that Mr.
Bruce is unqualified by temperament,
training, or inclination to fill this re-
sponsible post. They do not claim that
he has taken any actions that would
hamper his service to the United States.

Those who are doing the protesting
base their anger on one point and one
point only—that Mr. Bruce has allegedly
contributed $1,000 to 1956 Democratic
campaign funds.

Mr. President, since when has this
Nation operated on the theory that only
Republicans can deal with diplomacy?
Since when is the sole criterion of a
man’s ability to serve the use to which
he puts his campaign checkbook?

The President of the United States has
selected Mr. Bruce without regard to his
partisan affiliations. Presumably, the
President feels that his qualifications
outweigh this factor.

A decision of that kind is one that
most Americans would applaud. I do
not believe that they would agree with
the influential Republican Senator, who
asked not to be quoted by name, but who
said, according to Jack Bell:

Senate Republicans were angry at the
appolntment of a Democratic contributor to
one of the choice posts as ambassador often
glven as a reward to those who have given
financial support to the party in power.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Not at this
time. I shall be glad to yield when I
have concluded my statement.

Mr. President, I do not pose as an ex-
pert in the methods by which our Am-
bassadors are selected. But I think it is
an outrage to assume that an ambassa-
dorial post is nothing but a reward for
faithful partisan service.

I would take that stand regardless of
which party made the appointment.

Our Ambassador to Germany is a key
figure in our foreign policy. The Ameri-
can people have only one question about
the man who will fill the job—is he ca-
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pable of representing the United States
with ability and with loyalty in a post
that is crucial to our future?

I do not recall that Mr. Bruce has ever
been overly partisan. He has his con-
victions—but he has not denied others
the right to their convictions.

His nomination will go to a committee
which can determine his qualifications.
There will be ample time for all the testi-
mony that is needed as to his experience,
his faithfulness and his capacity.

Once we have all the facts, we can
make our decision. But it will be a sad
day for the Senate if it is a political
decision rather than a decision as to
what course best serves our country.

I ask unanimous consent that Jack
Bell's article be printed in the body of -
the Recorp at this point as pertinent to
my remarks.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

Bruce CHOICE As ENvoy IrKks GOP LEADERS—
SENATORS REPORTED IN UPROAR OVER NaM-
ING OF DEMOCRAT

(By Jack Bell)

President Eisenhower’'s appointment of a
£1,000 contributor to 1956 Democratic cam-
paign funds as Ambassador to West Germany
threw Senate Republicans into an uproar
last night.

Overruling protests carried to the White
House by some Republican leaders, Mr. Eisen-
hower sent to the Senate the nomination of
David K. E. Bruce, 59, an Under Secretary of
State and an Ambassador to France in the
Truman administration.

Bruce, who replaces James B. Conant, was
among three diplomatic assignments an-
nounced yesterday. The others were Amory.
Houghton, chairman of the board of the
Corning (N. Y.) Glass Works, to replace C.
Douglas Dillon as Ambassador to France, and
William J. Sebald, a State Department career
officer, who fills the vacancy caused by the
death of Ambassador to Australia, Douglas
Moffat.

Bruce was listed by a Senate elections sub-
committee as having contributed $1,000 to
Democratic organizations in a report cover-
ing the period from January 1 to November
30, 1956.

Senator GeorGgE D. A1xeEN, Republican, of
Vermont, said his colleagues were incensed
at the appointment of another Democratic
campalgn contributor to an important dip-
lomatic post.

“That eliminates any ardor we Senate Re-
publicans might otherwise have to defend
the administration from the attacks the
Democrats are making on it,”” he declared.

“They ask us to defend Secretary John
Foster Dulles and the President when they
are criticized by the Democrats,” ArgeN said.
*“But every time there is an important job
to be filled—they give it to a Democrat.”

ArxeEnN, & member of the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee, sald it was too early
to say whether there would be any organized
effort to block confirmation of Bruce's ap-
pointment.

Bruce is the son of the late Senator Wil-
liam C. Bruce, a Maryland Democrat, and
formerly he was married to a daughter of the
late Andrew Mellon, SBecretary of the Treas-
ury in three Republican administrations.

There was no immediate Senate reaction to
Mr. Eisenhower’s appointment of Houghton.
Corning Glass has been involved in 1 crim-
inal and 5 civil antitrust actlons brought by
the Government since 1939,

James C. Hagerty, White House press
secretary, was asked whether the President
was aware of the antitrust cases against
Corning and whether the White House had
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any comment on why Houghton resigned
from the War Production Board in 19432.

“] have no comment,” Hagerty said, "al-
though hefore an Ambassador is appointed
he has a complete check made on him."

PROTESTS OVERRULED

An influential Republican Senator, who
asked not to be quoted by name, sald Sen-
ate Republicans were angry at the appoint-
ment of a Democratic contributor to one
of the choice posts as Ambassador often
given as a reward to those who have given
financial support to the party in power.

This Senator said protests had been made
more than 2 weeks ago to Meade Alcorn,
Republican national chairman against the
appointment. He described Alcorn as dis-
turbed by the prospective appolntment.
Alcorn was reported on his way to Washing-
ton from his home in Hartford, Conn., and
could not be reached.

The Republican Senator said direct pro-
tests against the appointment had been made
to Sherman Adams, Mr. Eisenhower's chief
assistant. But he said Adams had over-
ruled these objections.

Senator JomN MarsHALL BUTLER, Repub-
lican, of Maryland, said he was disappointed
at the President’s action in nominating Bruce
but would not oppose confirmation,

“I don't think it’s a good practice to ap-
point Democrats to these jobs when there are
plenty of Republicans capable of filling
them,” BuTrLeEr said.

[Senator Francis Case (Republican, of
Bouth Dakota) said that the “mere fact that
he (Bruce) happened to be a Democrat
wouldn't disqualify him in my opinion.”

[“I think the Foreign Relations Commit-
tee would want to inquire into the cause of
his (Bruce's) espousal of the Stevenson can-
didacy in relation to the Eisenhower foreign
policy and the position of West Germany in
the European picture,"” Case said.]

Over the last 16 years, Houghton has had
peveral Government jobs. He served as As-
sistant Deputy Director of the Materials Di-
vision, Office of Production Management, in
194142, and later in 1942 he was Deputy
Chief of the War Production Board’s Bureau
of Industry Branches. In 1943-44 he was
chief mission officer for the Lend-Lease Ad-
ministration.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Texas yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield to
the Senator from Maryland.

Mr. BUTLER. It is very unlike the
very able and distinguished majority
leader to regard all objections to this
appointment as being in the same cate-
gory. If he will read the article care-
fully he will find that I inade no objec-
tion to the gualifications of Mr. Bruce;
as a matter of fact, I said I thought he
was qualified. Likewise I made no men-
tion of political contributions.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr, Presi-
dent, I have not charged the distin-
guished Senator from Maryland with
anything.

Mr. BUTLER. But I happen to be one
of the Senators mentioned in the article,
and I have a right to say on the floor
that I made no objection to this nomina-
tion. I stated publicly that I had no ob-
jection. I could not complain of Mr.
Bruce’s qualifications. I did not wish to
play politics with his nomination. I said
and now repeat that there are plenty of
qualified Republicans from whom to
choose an ambassador and that we do not
have to go outside our party to find one.
There is nothing evil in Mr. Bruce’s ap-
pointment, but I say it is better practice
at this juncture to choose a Republican.
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Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, will
the Senator from Texas yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield to
the Senator from Montana.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I wish to associate
myself with the distinguished majority
leader, and to state that on the basis of
personal knowledge, in my opinion David
Bruce is one of the best qualified men
this country can produce for any post in
the diplomatic service, regardless of
party.

I recall full well that under Democratic
administrations Republican Ambassa-
dors have been appointed. I recall a
former colleague of ours, Warren Austin,
who was appointed as the first Ambassa.-
dor to the United Nations. He was a
Republican in good standing.

I recall our late colleague Dwight Gris-
wold, a Senator from Nebraska, who was
appointed head of the Economic Mission
to Greece with the rank of Ambassador.

I recall John McCloy, who was a Re-
publican, and who was appointed High
Commissioner to Germany. A High
Commissioner is the same as an Am-
bassador. All of these men were of ex-
ceptional ability and all of them served
our country well,

I think the President of the United
States and Mr. Dulles are to be com-
mended for showing the good judgment
they have displayed in selecting a man
with the qualifications and the capa-
bilities of David Bruce. He is an honor,
an asset to this country, a man of real
value, and we need him now.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I appreciate very much the state-
ment which my friend from Montana
has made,

I have made no charges against my
friend from Maryland [Mr. BUTLER].
I merely said that I hoped that we had
not come to the point where we operate
on the theory that only Republicans will
Ee galled to work in the foreign policy

eld.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Texas yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield fo
my friend from Connecticut.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, when I
read the newspaper this morning, I was
very unhappy to see David Bruce's ap-
pointment headed for political contro-
Versy.

I was personally unhappy, because I
have known Mr. Bruce for, I think, about
30 years, and I have watched his record
and his interest in our national affairs,
which I think have been admirable at
all times. I believe he has become one
of the most effective men we have seen
in the State Department in a good many
years.

I should like at this point fo make a
further statement. I had not realized
that the majority leader was going to
raise this issue——

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I will say
to the Senator from Connecticut that the
majority leader did not raise the issue.
The issue was raised by the article writ-
ten by Mr. Bell.

Mr. BUSH. I understand that. I had
hoped that the matier would not boil up,
so to speak, as it appears to have done.

Mr. Bruce has had considerable ex-
perience in the Western European area.
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As early as 1926 he served as a Foreign
Service vice consul in Rome. He re-
turned to Great Britain as chief repre-
sentative of the American Red Cross in
1940, and from that date until 1954 he
was continuously associated with the
activities in Western Europe except for
a brief period when he served as Assist-
ant Secretary of Commerce.

In 1953, in keeping with the principle
of bipartisanship in foreign affairs, Mr.
Bruce was appointed United States ob-
server to the Interim Committee of the
European Defense Community and spe-
cial American representative to European
High Authority for Coal and Steel. Both
of these positions carried a considerable
amount of responsibility, were extremely
important to United States foreign af-
fairs, and required the utmost in diplo-
macy. Mr. Bruce served in this capacity
at the request of the President. Quoted
below is an excerpt from a White House
press release of February 18, 1953:

In view of the importance which the United
States attaches to the progress being made in
Europe toward developing a wunified six-
nation community, the President has asked
Mr. David E. E. Bruce, former Under Secre-
tary of State, to serve as United States ob-
server to the Interim Committee of the Euro-
pean Defense Community and special Ameri-

can representative to the European High
Authority for Coal and Steel,

The position of Ambassador to Ger-
many is today one of our most sensitive
positions, and requires a man of unique
background and the qualifications which
Mr. Bruce possesses. And again, in keep-
ing with the principle of bipartisanship,
Mr. Bruce was considered the best quali-
fled man for the pesition. -

Mr. President, at this point in my re-
marks I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the REcorp a statement which
will give background information on Mr.
David K. Bruce.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

BACEGROUND INFORMATION ON Davip BrRUCE

1921: Admitted to the Maryland bar.

1921-25: Practiced in Baltimore.

1926-28: Vice consul, United States For-
eign Service, Rome.

1928-40: Engaged privately in business and
farming.

1840: Chief representative in Great Britain
for the American Red Cross.

1941-45: With OSS (1943-45, Director of
European theater OSS).

1947-48: Assistant Secretary of Commerce.

1948-49: Chief of ECA mission to France.

1949-52: United States Ambassador to
France.

1952-53: Under Secretary of State.

1953: Appointed special United States ob-
server at Interim Committee of the European
Defense Community.

1953-54: Special American representative
E Elumpesn High Authority for Coal and

eel,

MISCELLANEQOUS

1924-26: Member of the Maryland House
of Delegates. !

1939-42: Membher of the Virginia House of
Delegates.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, Mr. Bruce
is a Democrat. He was a member of the
Maryland House of Delegates for 2 years,
1924 to 1926. He was also a member of
the Virginia House of Delegates from
1939 to 1942,
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In 1953, as a member of the Randall
Commission, I was in Paris, and we held
hearings there. We heard American
Ambassadors assigned to different coun-
tries of Europe testify. I believe the
members of our commission agreed that
Mr. Bruce's testimony was the clearest,
the best, and the most effective given to
our commission by anyone representing
the United States.

So I hope, Mr. President, that this
nomination will be considered on its
merits. We know that during the Tru-
man administration numerous Repub-
licans were appointed to high office.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator from Connecticut
yield?

Mr. BUSH. 1T yield.

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. I ask unan-
imous consent to have printed in the
REecorp a statement of examples of prom-
inent Republicans who served during the
administrations of President Franklin D.
Roosevelt and President Harry S. Tru-
man.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcORD, as follows:

The following are examples of prominent
Republicans who served during the adminis-
trations of Roosevelt and Truman:

Secretary of Navy KnoxX.

Secretary of War Stimson.

John Foster Dulles, who served as adviser
to Secretary Acheson on the Japanese treaty.

Warren Austin, first United States Am-
bassador to the United Nations.

Robert Lovett, Under Secretary of State,
Secretary of Defense.

John J. McCloy, United States High Com-
mrissioner to Germany.

Paul Nitze, head of the policy planning
staff, Department of State.

Dwight Griswold, chief of United States
ald mission to Greece.

Milton Eisenhower, representative of the
United States to 3d sesslon of UNESCO.

Paul G. Hoffman, Administrator for Eco-
nomic Cooperation.

Dwight D. Eisenhower, recalled from re-
tirement at Columbia University to serve as
commander in chief, NATO.

Mr., JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I shall supply additional names
later.

Mr, BUSH. I wish to thank the ma-
jority leader for the courtesy he has
shown me.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I deeply ap-
preciate the statement which the Senator
from Connecticut has made.

I shall be glad to yield to all Senators
to express themselves on the subject.

I have not known Mr. Bruce as long
as has the Senator from Connecticut. I
do not know Mr. Bruce as either a Demo-
crat or a Republican, but I believe him
to be a patriotic American.

I believe also that the Commitiee on
Foreign Relations will hold hearings and
take testimony to determine whether Mr.
Bruce is qualified for the post to which
he has been appointed. I shall await the
action of the committee and the recom-
mendations it may make to the Senate.

The only point which the Senator from
Texas desired to make was that he hoped
we have not reached the point in the Sen-
ate where it is felt that only Republicans
are gqualified to hold diplomatic positions.

Mr. HUMPHREY. M. President, will
the Senator yield?
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Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield to
my friend, the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. HUMPHREY. First, I thank the
majority leader, the distinguished Sena-
tor from Texas, for bringing forth from
our colleagues these testimonials in be-
half of Mr. David Bruce. They are testi-
monials which are surely merited.

I also wish to thank the Senator from
Connecticut [Mr, Busu] for his very able
and accurate statement relating to Mr,
Bruce.

Then I should like to add, in connec-
tion with the list which the Senator from
Texas has mentioned, that only recently
the Committee on Foreign Relations re-
ported favorably the nomination of Mr.
Zellerbach to be Ambassador to Italy.
Mr. Zellerbach formerly was Chief of the
ECA mission in the Truman administra-
tion. He served then with the rank of
Ambassador, and now he has been named
by this administration to be Ambassador
to Italy.

A former Ambassador to the United
Kingdom, a position which is the chief,
choice, top ambassadorial post, was Mr.
Gifford, a Republican, who served in the
Truman adminisfration. The Ambassa-
dorship to Great Britain is one of the
most important ambassadorial posts, if
not the most important, in the gift of this
Nation.

Mr. Erie Johnston, a Republican,
served the Truman administration ably,
loyally, and patriotically. He was
selected because of his competence
rather than because of his political
persuasion,

It appears to me that although un-
doubtedly there are many Republicans
who are capable of filling ambassadorial
posts, the criteria should be the skill, the
ability, and the knowledge of those who
are called upon to fill the the posts; their
{Jiolitics should be a secondary considera-

on.

In Mr. Bruce, the administration has
selected a man who was Under Secretary
of State, and is keenly aware of the prob-
lems which face this country and the
world. He served in France during the
time when the relationships between
France and Germany were of a most
critical and crucial nature. His assign-
ment now to one of the most important
diplomatic posts is certainly in line with
his previous experience. I, for one, not
knowing Mr. Bruce personally, except in
a casual way, but knowing him chiefly
because of his splendid service record,
feel that the President is to be com-
mended for making this appointment.

I urge the President to reach deep into
the talent of this Nation for further such
assignments, It is a national shame
that great talents, skill, and ability,
which are so sorely needed at this terrible
hour in our Nation’s history, are being
lost to the Government while they cruise
around the world, so to speak, on a pri-
vate basis. The Government needs the
best assistance it can get.

There are men of the stature of the
former Senator from Connecticut, Mr.
Benton, and Myr. Chester Bowles, and
also, to mention him again, John Mc-
Cloy, who are needed for the service of
this Government, rather than in private
industry or in the writing of articles.
They are desperately needed to bring our
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Nation peace and security, and to give
us better faith and better image in the
world in which we live.

I hope the President will make more
such appointments.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I appreci-
ate the comments of my friend from
Minnesota. I thoroughly subscribe to
the sentiments which he has expressed.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield.

Mr. EKNOWLAND. I rise to make a
brief comment on the colloquy concern-
ing the nomination of Mr. David Bruce
to be Ambassador to West Germany. I
think it has been generally realized,
both during this administration and in
the previous one, that it was important
in the field of our foreign policy to have
bipartisan representation and support.
It is perfectly obvious to every observer,
both within the Senate and without,
that with the parties so closely divided
as they are, and with the Democratic
Party holding the control of both this
body and the body on the other side of
the Capitol, if our Government is to
function as the Government of the
United States, and not as two warring
coequal branches of the Government, it
is necessary that there be cooperation.

I have commended Senators on the
other side of the aisle on various occa-
sions throughout the first 4 years of this
administration for having supported ad-
ministration proposals on a basis which
placed the country above any narrow
partisanship. I think it is entirely
proper that from time to time Members
of the other party be selected, just as it
has been pointed out that during the 20
years of Democratic administrations
many Republicans were appointed to
office.

I hope my friends on the other side of
the aisle will not become overanxious,
because I think by the time we Republi-
cans have been in power for 20 years, our
list will equal in size their list. But that
does not necessarily have to be done in
the first 5 years.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I want the record to show that I
do not share the Senator’s optimism.
[Laughter.]

Mr., ENOWLAND. I think it is en-
tirely proper, as the President of the
United States and the Secretary of State
have felt it is, to have the nomination of
Mr. Bruce submitted to the Senate.
Based on the information I have con-
cerning the caliber, character, and back-
ground of Mr. Bruce, I should imagine,
without trying to prejudge what the
Committee on Foreign Relations will do,
that the nomination will probably be
reported favorably to the Senate by a
substantial majority; and after due dis-
cussion, the nomination probably will be
confirmed by the Senate.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I am grateful for the comments
which the distinguished minority leader
has made. The contribution which he
has made to the discussion is the type of
statement which I would expect to come
from Birn. KNOWLAND.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield.
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Mr. GOLDWATER. I thank the dis-
tinguished majority leader for his state-
ment. The junior Senator from Arizona
merely wishes to make the observation
that he does not desire to enter the col-
logquy about the merits or demerits of
Democrats for appointment to foreign
posts or for other political assignments.

The distinguished majority leader read
a list of Republicans who had served
under the Democrats, and while the
junior Senator from Arizona is perfectly
willing to accept almost all of those
names unequivocally, and a few of them
with some reservations, I suggest that, in
my book, Paul Hoffman does not fulfill
the requirements of being a Republican.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The Senator
from Arizona and Mr. Hoffman can de-
bate that matter between themselves. I
never become involved in such discus-
sions.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I simply wanted
to remind the Senator from Texas that
Collier’s is no longer in business.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I'was not
aware of the Bruce controversy until this
morning. Frankly, I was deeply shocked
to hear of the story that was reported in
the newspapers.

I have known Mr. David Bruce for a
considerable time. I was very closely
associated with him in his operations
abroad during the days when this Nation
was trying fo develop the Marshall plan
and similar operations in Europe.

1 feel that his appointment constitutes
one of the finest appointments this ad-
ministration has made. He is a man
eminently well qualified and trained for
the post. He has been living with the
western European situation practically
since the close of World War II. It
never occurred to me to question whether
he was a Democrat or a Republican. I
agree with the distinguished majority
leader completely on that score.

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I never have entertained any
doubt about my able and scholarly friend
from New Jersey associating himself
with the theory that Ambassadors
should come from only one party. The
senior Senator from New Jersey is not
that partisan.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi-
dent, We are having a very important
discussion. I am in favor of more ap-
pointments from the Republican Party,
but certainly in the field of diplomacy
or foreign relations, we must try to pick
the best Americans available.

I know from personal experience that
David Bruce is one of the outstanding
and one of the best-informed Americans
of today; and from my experience on
the Foreign Relations Committee, I have
felt that he is one of the most intelli-
gent Americans we have had serving us
abroad, where he has reported accurately
and faithfully the existing conditions.

I wish to state that I do not believe
politics should enter into our considera-
tion of nominations to ambassadorships.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Texas yield to me?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield to
my delightful friend, the Senator from
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California, if he wishes to take part in
this discussion.

Mr. KUCHEL. I do; and I thank the
Senator from Texas for yielding to me.

I wish to state that I very much regret
that the article to which reference has
been made, written by a distinguished
newspaperman, has caused my friend,
the majority leader, some concern and,
beyond that, has provoked the long col-
loquy which has oceurred here.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I wish to
point out to my friend that not only has
it caused the majority leader some con-
cern, but it has caused others some con-
cern. When we reach the point where
protests are made to the White House
because an ambassadorial appointee may
have supported one party or contributed
to one party, we come to a sad day in
America.

Mr. KUCHEL. I wish to attempt to
allay a little of the apprehension which
apparently the newspaper article has
caused.

Mr. President, I do not doubt that in
the past 25 years, political considerations
have—perhaps unfortunately, perhaps
not—sometimes motivated national ad-
ministrations in making appointments to
specific positions. But in the present in-
stance T am glad to say that, like the
Senator from Texas, I want the person
nominated to serve our Nation as Am-
bassador to West Germany to be judged
on his merits, and on his merits alone.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I welcome
the Senator from California to the fold;
I am always delighted to be associated
with him, and I am glad that he feels
that the standard of merit should con-
trol in the making of appointments.

Mr. KUCHEL. However, with all due
respect, I suggest to my friend, the Sena-
for from Texas, the relevancy of the
Good Book:

Judge not, that ye be not judged.

For with what judgment ye judge. ye shall
be judged: and with what measure ye mete,
it shall be measured to you again.

And why beholdest thou the mote that is

in thy brother’s eye, but considerest not the
beam that is in thine own eye?

I suggest that the Republican Party
and the Democratic Party equally have
within them great men of the Nation,
and equally have within them men who
are motivated by politics and by political
considerations and by nothing else.

Good appeintments and bad appoint-
ments have been, and will be, made by
any and every administration. Neither
holding public office, nor party labels, are
any guaranty of ability.

In this instance a Republican adminis-
tration has seen fit to designate one who
apparently is an able American citizen,
registered in the Democratic Party, to
participate in the nonpartisan foreign
policy of the Government of the United
States. The Senate will now await the
recommendations of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee. Then we here will
make our judgment.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I appreciate the statement the
Senator from California has made. Evi-
dently he did not hear my statement
when I said that I would take the stand
that I have taken today in the Senate
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regardless of which party made the ap-
pointment.

Mr. KUCHEL. I am sure my friend
would do so.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas.
dent, I yield the floor.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, refer-
ring to the colloquy regarding the nomi-
nation of Mr. Bruce to be Ambassador of
the United States to West Germany, may
I say that I think the apprehension of
the distinguished majority leader may
be exaggerated. However, I do not wish
to address myself to that.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator from Kentucky
yield at this point?

Mr. COOPER. 1yield.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Ideplore the
faect that the Senator from Kentucky
feels that I exaggerated any apprehen=
sion. I merely quoted from an article
quoting certain Republican Senators. I
said—as I have stated many times in the
past, when Demoecratic administrations
have named Republicans to ambassado-
rial posts—that I did not think partisan
affiliations should be the sole gualifica-
tion for appointment to diplomatie posts.

Mr. COOPER. I understood perfectly
the statement made by the Senator from
Texas. -

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I would not
want my friend, the Senator from Ken-
tucky, to think that I exaggerated any-
thing

Mr. COOPER. I only say that I think
the Senator has exaggerated the political
significance of the newspaper report.

However, I wish to address myself to
the appointment itself.

Because of the positions Mr. Bruce has
held, and with distinction—as our Am-
bassador to France, and in other posi-
tions connected with NATO and ECA—
I am sure that his background of ex-
perience will be very valuable in the posi-
tion of Ambassador to West Germany,
for which he has been nominated.

The relationships of France and Ger-
many are important, as they have al-
ways been, Mr. Bruce understands.these
relationships and he has played an im-
portant part in the development of our
relationship with our European allies.
I am happy the President has nominated
him. I have no doubt, and I am sure
the distinguished majority leader has no
doubt at all, that his nomination will be
confirmed by the Senate. While consid-
eration of the appointment by the For-
eign Relations Committee is required, I
have no doubt of the confirmation of
Mr. Bruce’s nomination, nor of the great
abilities he will bring to the pest.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Iexpressthe
hope that my good friend from Kenfucky
will earefully read the statement of the
majority leader, which will appear in the
Recorp tomorrow morning, and then
draw his own conclusions.

Mr. MONRONEY subsequently said:
Mr. President, I wish to compliment the
distinguished majority leader for raising
the question whether political member-
ship in one party should deny to a proven
able diplomat the right to serve his coun-
try. Certainly if the State Department
thought Mr. Bruce could properly fill the
toughest diplomatic position today, that
of being Ambassador to West Germany,

Mr. Presi-
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and selected him for that purpose, he
was selected not because of his member-
ship in a particular political party, but
despite his membership in it. He was
selected because throughout the years,
when he was tested by the State Depart-
ment in various diplomatic posts, where
decisions had to be made, Mr. Bruce met
the tests.

In meeting the challenge which ap-
peared in the form of complaints to the
White House, I feel the distinguished
majority leader has raised a most im-
portant point, and one which should pre-
vent future attacks on individuals and
attempts to blackball their appointments
simply because they are not members of
the party of the President who happens
to be in power.

Mr. JAVITS subsequently said: Mr,
President, I should like to identify my-
self with Senators who spoke earlier ex-
pressing confidence in David Bruce as
our prospective Ambassador to the Re-
public of West Germany.

I have known Mr. Bruce for a long
time, and have great confidence in him.
I may observe that it is the essence of
bipartisanship when the best from both
parties are picked for important appoint-
ments.

Perhaps the majority leader looks for
too much when he expects every mem-
ber of both parties to be convinced
that bipartisanship is best. We ean
hardly expect that in our country. We
have seen today some of the differences
which exist. The expression of views on
both sides has been helpful. It has
shown what I think is true; namely, that
the great majority of opinion supports
bipartisanship, including appointments
to high office.

SCHEDULED ADDRESSES BY THE
PREMIER OF FRANCE AND THE
PRESIDENT OF THE REPUBLIC OF
WEST GERMANY

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I have an announcement to make
concerning the program for the Senate.
As previously announced, the Premier of
France, Guy Mollet, will address the
Senate tomorrow at 3:30 p. m.

I had earlier advised the Senate that a
joint meeting of the House and Senate
had been arranged for March 7 to hear
an address to be delivered by the Presi-
dent of the Republic of West Germany,
Adolph Huess. Unfortunately, Presi-
dent Huess is ill, and has postponed his
visit to the United States. I am sure
that at a later date similar arrangements
will be made, and the Senate will be
advised.

INCREASE OF THE INTEREST RATE
ON GI MORTGAGES

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, it
was with great satisfaction that I noted
that the House Committee on Veterans’
Affairs firmly rejected, last week, the
administration’s proposal to raise the
interest rate on GI home mortgages from
415 percent to 5 percent, and, instead,
proposed to the House a bill similar to
my own bill, S. 88, which would provide
substantial funds derived from the na-
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tional service life insurance revolving
fund to purchase GI mortgages at par.

It is typical of this administration to
take the sterile line that the only way out
of the current home mortgage problem is
to raise the interest rate.

Mr. President, this administration
seems to have only two answers to the
great economic problems of this Nation.
One is to lower price supports on agri-
cultural commodities wherever possible,
and the other is to raise the interest
rates wherever possible. The result is
that the farmer is desperately trying to
keep his farm together, the construction
worker and the whole construction in-
dustry are slipping frantically info a
truly desperate situation, and veteran
home buyers are unable to find financ-
ing; and, on the other hand, the great
financial houses of the couniry are
enjoying unprecedented profits.

A recent issue of the St. Paul Pioneer
Press carried an article, written by Mr.
Relman Morin of the Associated Press,
entitled “Tight Money: High Loan Rates.
Drag on Housing.” I ask unanimous
consent to have printed at this point in
the Recorp this article from the Febru-
ary 20, 1957, issue of the St. Paul Pioneer
Press. 3

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

TicHT MONEY: HicH LoAN RATES DRAG ON

HousiNg
(By Relman Morin)

(EprToR’s NoTE—Tight money is not a mys-
terlous condition confined solely to banks,
bond houses, or Wall Street. It touches the
blueprints of the home you may be planning
or the house you want to buy. In this third
article of a series on the Nation’s economy
Relman Morin, AP staff writer, shows how it
has affected the home building industry and
the people in industries affected by bullding.)

Most Americans want to own their own
home today, and most of them do. Of all the
astonishing changes of the last 256 years, this
is one of the most spectacular. Today nearly
60 percent of America’s 43 million families
live in their own homes. Before World
‘War II the figure was nearer 40 percent, and
there were fewer families.

Well, wedding bells ring for 1} million
couples a year now, and young people don't
wait, as their parents had to walt, to accu-
mulate so much cash for the down payment
on a house,

Babies arrive—over 4 million a year at the
latest count—and they tend to set people
thinking of a home with a backyard.

Government help on financing spurred
these urges.

Thus the home-building Industry has be-
come & gigantic segment of the Nation’s
economy. Every year since 1948 it has erect-
ed a million or more dwelling units. Into
them went mountains of wood, glass, metal,
bricks, concrete, plaster, and plastics—quick~
ly followed by other mountains of furniture,
rugs, household appliances, textiles.

Estimates say 1 out of every 15 wage earn-
ers (not counting those on farms) owes his
livelihood today to home building.

So this is big business, involving millions
of people. And right now it is a wide-screen
headache for many of them.

A builder here is angry, a would-be buyer
there frustrated. Congress is examining
problems of both. The Federal managers of
money have come under hot fire.

LOAN PROBLEMS

Home bullding dropped off in 1956. It went
down from the 1,300,000 units of 19556 to
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1,100,000. Some estimates, but by no means
all, are that it will drop again this year.

Looking at 1956, analysis saw a sharp re-
duction in total GI home-loan applications to
the Veterans' Administration. Did that
mean fewer ex-GI's are trying to buy homes?

“No,” sald the builders. “It’s money.”
They pointed out that GI applications are not
accepted by the VA until lenders have agreed
to put up the money for the proposed pur-
chase.

Tight money has brought a rise in interest
rates on loans. The VA rate is 415 percent.
It is 5 percent for the Federal Housing Ad-
ministration. Investigators found they
could do better elsewhere than on theze mort-

ages.

Allied with the drop in GI applications was
another aspect.

Requests from bullders to the VA to ap-
pralse the value of homes to be made avail-
able for GI loans also fell off sharply.

That could mean more builders plan to
concentrate on putting up higher priced
dwellings. Along with interest rates, the cost
of land, labor, and materials have risen.

But George Sullivan Goodyear, president
of the National Association of Home Builders
(NAHB)—himself a builder—sald tight
money was the chief item in the headache.

“The cost of money has gone up more than
any other single item in the cost of a house,”
he said. *It has forced us to price ourselves
out of the market.”

Late last year, the NAHB questioned 800
contractors across the country on the situa-
tion and the outlook for this year. Some
findings—

1. Most thought money would remain tight.
and many expect it to get tighter.

2. Median prices on. homes were expected

to rise from $14,700 last year to $15,200 this
year.
3. A majority reported that they, person-
ally, expect to do as well or better in 1957 as
last year. But nearly 70 percent predicted a
nationwide drop in home building.

“Uncertainty * * * is the dominant note,”
said the NAHB, summarizing the outlook for
1857.

To see the plcture at a closer range, take an.
individual case.

Samuel Block is a contractor in Detroit
suburbs., He has been building 7 years. No,
specialist, he put up different types of homes,
ranging from §7,000 to $30,000 in price.

“I've got 12 VA-type homes standing
empty,” he said. “Every time I sell one, L
lose close to $500. I would have been better
off just to hold the land.”

EARLY DAYS IN MONTANA

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President,
steamboat travel on the rivers in Mon-
tana is rather remote, and a point of his-
tory; but in Montana there is one lady
who has a vivid memory of days when
steamboat travel on the Missouri River
was an accepted mode of transportation.
Mrs. Jessie Robertson, when 11 years old,
came up the Missouri River by steam-
boat with her mother. She has lived in
the Great Falls-Sun River area for 81
years.

Mrs. Robertson is very alert at 92, and
can relate many interesting incidents in
the transformation of Montana Territory
into the great Treasure State.

A feature story in the February 12,
1957, issue of the Great Falls Tribune
contains a number of Mrs. Robertson's
recollections of her earlier years in Mon-
tana. Mr. President, I ask unanimous
consent that the article, entitled “Great
Falls Woman, 92, Recalls Early Days at
Sun River,” be printed in the body of the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.
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There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

Sue Came Up THE MIssoURI RIVER BY STEAM-
BOAT—GREAT FALLS WomMmAN, 92, RECALLS
EARLY DAYS AT SUN RIVER

(By Tribune stafl writer)

Montana residents in this year of 1957
who can remember steamboat days on the
Missourl River are, in the nature of things,
extremely few. One Great Falls resident who
has such memories is Mrs. Jessie Robertson,
who lives at the Elmore Apartments, each
winter, and in an historic brick house at Sun
River town each summer.

She is Mrs. Jessie Robertson, who at the age
of 11 came up the Missouri River by steam-
boat with her mother, and who has lived in
the Great Falls-Sun River area for 81 years.

It was in June 1876—the month of the
Battle of the Little Big Horn—that Jessie and
her mother, Mrs. John Vorus, boarded the
steamboat General Meade at Bloux City,
Iowa, for the trip to Fort Benton. Jessle’s
father, a Civil War veteran, was hospitalized
at the Soldiers’ Home in Milwaukee because
of disabilitles resulting from war service.
Mrs. Vorus and daughter were en route to
Montana Territory to make their home with
Mrs. Vorus' father, James Strong, who had a
ranch near Sun River town.

The Strong ranch was a mile and a quarter
from the town, near the James Adams place.
On arrival at Fort Benton, Mrs. Vorus and
Jessie boarded a stagecoach for the final leg
of their journey.

Today, Mrs. Robertson's memory, sight,
and hearing are excellent. She observed her
92d birthday January 19.

What does she recall of the trip up the
Missouri?

“I recall that among our fellow passengers
was a brother of Nick Kessler, Helena pio-
neer, and his three daughters,” Mrs, Robert-
son sald. “The girls' mother had died, and
their father was taking them to Helena to
make their home. The Kessler girls’ names
were Louisa, Mary and Emma."”

At one point on the river where the steam-
boat halted to take on wood, Indians came
aboard.

“They wanted to buy the second Kessler
girl and me,” Mrs. Robertson said. “They
offered 20 ponies for her and 10 ponies for
me. I don't think they were Joking, either.”

Every time the boat stopped to take on
wood, Jessie and the Kessler girls would go
ashore to play. At one point, some of the
men took rope and put up a swing to amuse
the young passengers during the stopover.

The up-river trip from Sloux City to Fort
Benton took 4 weeks.

Jessie Vorus attended the old Sun River
School, later going to Helena to study at a
Catholic convent. At the age of 18, she mar-
ried B. A. Robertson, who worked at the
George Steell store in Sun River. Robertson
died at Havre in 1933.

Mrs. Robertson now maintains the former
Steell home as a summer residence., Steell,
long a leading citizen of Sun River, later
became agent for the Blackfeet Indians and
still later was a pioneer resident of the Flat-
head North Fork area, at Polebridge.

She recalls the days when troops were sta-
tioned at Fort Shaw.

“I remember riding horseback from Sun
River to Fort Shaw with a girl friend, and
seeing the soldiers at target practice. We
rode side-saddle, of course; it was considered
quite improper for girls and young women to
ride in any other fashion in those days.

“What did we do for recreation besides
riding? Well there was a dance almost every
Friday night In the hall above the Sun River
store. TUsually we danced all night and
would go to the hotel for breakfast. I re-
member that when Negro troops were sta-
tioned at Fort Shaw, an excellent orchestra
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from the post, conducted by a tall Negro
named Whittaker, supplied the music.”

Mrs. Robertson also recalls the lynching
of a Negro soldler at Sun River, following
a shooting affray there. This was only a
short time before the Army post was deacti-
vated and the troops removed forever.

“Sun River residents were apprehensive
after this lynching,” Mrs. Robertson recalls.
“They were afraid of a reprisal by the sol-
diers, but nothing of the kind occurred.

“Negro soldiers at Fort Shaw were not
allowed to have their wives and families on
the post, and some of them maintained their
families in Sun River. Normally, relations
between the townspeople and the soldiers
were friendly.”

Did the soldiers fronr Fort Shaw visit Sun
River much during their leisure hours?
Not much, Mrs. Robertson said. The Negro
troops appeared to frequent the neighbor-
ing town more than the white troops which
had preceded them, possibly because of the
ban on Negro families at Fort Shaw.

Mrs. Robertson knew Will Hanks, editor
of the Sun River Sun, very well. Hanks sub-
sequently moved his printshop to Great Falls
and established the Great Falls Tribune.

Other ploneers of the valley she recalls
were Robert Vaughn, for whom the town of
Vaughn was named; the Dunn brothers,
Matt and Tom; John Largent, Robert 8. Ford,
father of Lee M. Ford, chalrman of the board
of the Great Falls National Bank, who still
lives in the paternal home near Sun River;
John Healy, and, of course, James Adams,
who was her uncle,

Mrs. Robertson’s mother died at the age
of 102, at Billings, and is buried at Sun River,
as are her grandparents, Mr. and Mrs. James
Strong.

The Robertsons had 5 children—2 sons
and 3 daughters. Only the daughters sur-
vive. They are Mrs. Norma Ketchum, Eph-
rata, Wash.; Ruth Robertson, Puyallup,
Wash., and Mrs. Dorothy Davies, Missoula,

Mrs. Robertson has 10 grandchildren, and
9 great-grandchildren. Mrs. Fred Traber,
151214 First Avenue South, is a granddaugh-
ter.

THE NATIONAL DEBT

Mr. O'MAHONEY, Mr. President, I
read in yesterday morning’s issue of the
New York Times a most interesting list
of the public obligations of the United
States which must be paid in the next 12
months. The brief article fo which I
refer is headed “One-Year Maturities
Are $75,770,817,783.”

It reads:

Direct obligatlons of the United States
Government in the hands of the public that
will mature within 12 months amount to
$75,770,817,783. They consist of Treasury

bonds, certificates of indebtedness, bills, and
notes as follows:

I shall not read the entire list, but I
point out that this list, as published yes-
terday, shows obligations almost $200
million greater than the list published a
week ago; that it is more than $6 billion
greater than the maturities which were
coming up a year ago.

I have been making it a practice, Mr.
President, to call the attention of the
Senate and of those who read the REcorp
to the enormous debt of the United
States, These figures in the article pub-
lished in the New York Times, which
occupy less than 4 inches of space, tell
us that the obligations which we must
pay during the next 12 months are
greater than was the entire national debt
before we entered World War II. The
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debt has been steadily increasing, and,
more important than that, the interest
upon the national debt has been increas-
ing during the last 4 years.

Beginning with 1953, it has been the
policy of the Treasury Department to
raise the interest on the national debt.
The budget which the Precident sent
to Congress last January for the fiscal
year 1958 calls for $100 million more to
pay the interest upon the national debt
than during the previous fiscal year.
The interest upon the national debt has
been steadily increasing, until now it
amounts to about $7,500,000,000. The
$7,500,000,000 which we now will have
to pay to the holders of the obligations
of the Treasury is more than the cost
for the operation of Congress, for the
operation of the courts, and for the oper-
ation of all the other normal activities
of government.

Only back in 1939 and 1940, before we
became involved in World War II, the
total appropriations made by the Con-
gress of the United States for all pur-
poses was scarcely more than $10!% bil-
lion. It is important to bear this in
mind when we are considering resolu-
tions such as that which will presently
be before the Senate.

I ask unanimous consent that the clip-
ping to which I have referred may be
printed in the Recorp at this point as a
part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the clipping
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

ONE-YEAR MATURITIES ARE $75,770,817,783

Direct obligations of the United States
Government in the hands of the public that
will mature within 12 months amount to
$75,770,817,783. They consist of Treasury
bonds, certificates of indebtedness, bills, and
notes as follows:

Date Bonds, ete. Amount
Feb. 25 | Discountbills.._ ... oee.. $1, 600, 003,
Mar, 1 | Series E savings bonds '__._._| 2,221, 561, 610

1 | Beries F savings bonds ! % 439, 668, 840
1 | Beries G savings bonds '_._.._| 1,576, 728, 600
7| Discountbills__ ... __._..... 1, 600, 005, DOD
b I IS do ol (T 38 1, 599, 068, 000
15 | 214-percent Treasury notes. .. 575, 000, 000
21 | Discountbills. ... ... ---| 1,600,310, 000
22 | 23{-percent tax anticipa
certificates_ . 3,220,612, 000
22 | Tax anticipati 1, 003, 647, 000
28 | Discountbills_________ 1, 614, 593, 000
Apr, 1 | 1'4-percent Treasury notes. .. 9, 000, 000
4 | Discount bills.. oo 1, 509, 988, 000
dlslisicodoisn - 1, 600, 455, 000
18 -1 1,600, 453, 000
25 .| 1,600,512, 000
May 2 G -| 1,700, 238, 000
9. b -codoiis T mae s ik Y00 RS 000
15 | 13¢-percent Treasury notes___| 4, 154, 830, 000
16 | Discount bills_______.___ 1, 700, 438, 000
o oty Ll (i R 1, BOO, 319, 009
June 24 | Tax anticipation bills__. 4, 351, 464, 000
3ki-percent tax anticipa
certificates. . ..__....C 1, 311, 980, 000
Aug 1 | 234-percent Treasury notes_..| 12, 056, 091, 000
2 percent Treasury notes_____| 3, 792, 028, 000
Oct. 1 | 'épercent Treasury notes___ 824, 196, 000
3}4-percent certificates of in-
debtedness, 7. 270, w_ 000
1958
Jan, 1 | Beries E savings honds..__.._| 2,343,258 752
1 | Series F savings bonds. . 210, 252, 572
1 | Beries G savings bonds. . -| 1,667, B67, 400
Feb. 14 | 33¢-pereent certificates o
ebtedness. . 8,422, 000, 000
Total. | 75, 770, 817, 783
Week ago.. 75, 584, 325, T83
YOOr 880 ccemneasannccmcnnsea.] 9, 400, 985, 208

! Maturing monthly within a year {from this date
forward,
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PROMOTION OF PEACE AND STABIL-~
ITY IN THE MIDDLE EAST

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr,
BLAKLEY in the chair). Is there further
morning business? If not, morning
business is concluded.

Mr. O’'MAHONEY, Mr. President, I
ask that the Chair lay before the Senate
the unfinished business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair lays before the Senate the unfin-
ished business.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 19) to
authorize the President to undertake
economic and military cooperation with
nations in the general area of the Middle
East in order to assist in the strengthen-
ing and defense of their independence.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to their
names:

Barrett Holland Neuberger
Bible Humphrey O’Mahoney
Blakeley Javits Baltonstall
Carroll Johnson, Tex. Stennis
Ervin Thurmond
Gore Mansfield ‘Watkins
Hayden MeClellan
Hennings

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President,

may I inquire of the Senator from Ore-
gon whether he wishes the quorum call
continued? I am addressing the junior
Senator from Oregon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No de-
bate is in order at this time.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Isthere
objection?

Mr. MORSE. I object. If we are
going to have the practice of holding
Members to a guorum eall, it cannot be
had only for the convenience of the
leadership of the Senate, but will have
to be had——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No de-
bate is in order. Objection is heard. A
quorum is not present. The clerk will
call the names of the absent Senators.

The legislative clerk called the names
of the absent Senators, and Mr. AIKEN,
Mr. ALLoTT, Mr. ANDERSON, Mr. BEALL,
Mr. BENNETT, Mr. BRICKER, Mr. BusH,
Mr. BUTLER, Mr. BYRD, Mr. CAPEHART,
Mr. CarLsoN, Mr. CasE of New Jersey,
Mr. CasE of South Dakota, Mr. CHAVEZ,
Mr. CHURCH, Mr. CLARK, Mr. COOPER, Mr,
CorToN, Mr. DIRKSEN, Mr, DOUGLAS, Mr.
DwoRrsHAR, Mr. EASTLAND, Mr. ELLENDER,
Mr. FLANDERS, Mr. FREArR, Mr. GoLp-
WATER, Mr. GREEN, Mr. HICKENLOOPER,
Mr. Hiun, Mr. Hruska, Mr. Ives, Mr.
Jackson, Mr. JENNER, Mr. JoHNSTON of
South Carolina, Mr. EEFAUVER, Mr. KEN-
NEDY, Mr. Kerr, Mr. Knowranp, Mr.
KucHEL, Mr. LauscHE,; Mr. MAGNUSON,
Mr., MALONE, Mr. MarTiN of Iowa, Mr.
McCarRTHY, Mr. McNamArRA, Mr. MoON-
RONEY, Mr. MorTON, Mr. MunpT, Mr.
Murray;, Mr. NEELY, Mr. PASTORE, Mr.
PaYneE, Mr. Porrer, Mr. PURrRTELL, Mr.
REVERcOMB, Mr. ROBERTSON, Mr, RUSSELL,
Mr, SCHOEPPEL, Mr. ScorT, Mr. SMATHERS,
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Mrs. Syara of Maine, Mr. Smrre of New
Jersey, Mr. SPARKMAN, Mr. SYMINGION,
Mr. TarmapncE, Mr. THYE, Mr. WILEY, Mr.
Wnriams, and Mr. Youne answered to
their names when called.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo-
rum is present.

DISQUALIFICATIONS OF JOHN FOS-
TER DULLES TO BE SECRETARY OF
STATE

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish to
address a few remarks to the question of
the qualifications of the Secretary of
State to perform the duties of his very
important position in this hour of great
crisis in American foreign policy. I base
my remarks on an interesting article en-
titled “John Foster Dulles: A Very Com-
plicated Man,” written by Joseph C.
Harsch, and published in Harper’s maga-
zine. The article reads, in part, as
follows:

John Foster Dulles' father was a Presby-
terian clergyman, daily and earnestly con-
cerned with righteousness and duty. Both
his maternal grandfather, John W. Foster,
and his uncle, Robert Lansing, were men
who achieved prominence, wealth, and an
identical title: Secretary of State of the
United States.

Matching the achievements of his grand-
father and uncle, without breaking faith
with his father, is not a task which our
present Secretary of State conseciously as-
gigned to himself in his boyhood. Yet this
difficult ambition is woven unmistakably in
his career—and it has helped make him the
maost intriguing and the most controversial
figure in the Eisenhower administration.

Dwight D. Eisenhower has called Mr. Dulles
the greatest Secretary of State he knows any-
thing about. RicHARD Nixon once sald, “Isn't
it wonderful to have a Secretary of State who
stands up to the Russians?” But to Ran-
dolph Churchill is attributed the remark
that he “smells of nonconformism,’” and the
Democratic view is typified by Senator HENRY
M. Jaceson’s contention that Mr. Dulles is
“the original misguided missile, traveling
fast, making lots of noise, and never hitting
the target.”

Mr. Harsch goes on to say:

Assessments of Mr. Dulles seem usually to
fall into one or the other of these extremes.

The article is a very interesting one.
It continues by analyzing the complex
nature of this man. I wish to make it a
part of my remarks about the Secretary;
therefore I ask unanimeus consent that
the entire article be printed in the REc-
orp at this point as a part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

JoaEN FostEr DuULLEs: A VERY COMPLICATED
MaN
(By Joseph C. Harsch)

John Foster Dulles’ father was a Preshyte-
rian clergyman, daily and earnestly con-
cerned with righteousness and duty. Both
his maternal grandfather, John W. Foster,
and his uncle, Robert Lansing, were men
who achieved prominence, wealth, and an
identical title: Secretary of State of the
United States.

Matching the achlevements of his grand-
father and uncle, without breaking faith
with his father, is not a task which our
present Secretary of State consciously as-
signed to himself in his boyhood. Yet this
difficult ambition is woven unmistakably into
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his career—and it has helped make him the
most intriguing and the most controversial
figure in the Eisenhower administration.

Dwight D. Eisenhaower has called Mr. Dulles
the greatest Secretary of State he knows any-
thing about. RicHArD NIxon once said, “Isn't
it wonderful to have a Secretary of State who
stands up to the Russians?” But to Ran-
dolph Churchill is attributed the remark that
he “smells of nonconformism," and the Dem-
ocratic view is typified by Senator HENRY M.
Jackson's contention that Mr. Dulles is “the
original misguided missile, traveling fast,
making lots of noise, and never hitting the
target.”

Assessments of Mr, Dulles seem usually to
fall into one or the other of these extremes.
One of the many curious things about him
is the fact that he tends to arouse either
approval bordering on veneration, or disap-
proval ranging close to moral contempt.
Those who have worked closely with him in
business and in government seldom view him
dispassionately. This is surprising, when it
is noted that in his personal relations Mr,
Dulles is gregarious, sociable, a genial dinner-
table companion, lucid in exposition, reason-
able and openminded in discussion.

British diplomats—who were prepared to
dislike him after their relatively successful
relations with Dean Acheson—will tell you
privately (mever pubicly, for that would do
too much violence to a British folklore pre-
sumption of original Dulles sin) that he is
very good in private negotiations, and much
better than Acheson, you know, on the
colonial question.

Mr. Dulles himself has probably con=
tributed more than anyone to the con-
fusion and controversy which surrounds
his career. Because of him, “liberation,”
“unleashing,” “massive retaliation,” "agon-
izing reappraisal,” and “brink of war" have
become clichés in the current vernacular of
Washington. They are often used with a
connotation of an empty pose.

He is more vulnerable to criticism from
his own publicly spoken record than from
any other source, because in his official life
he is given to overstatements, oversimplifica=
tion, and less than total candor—flaws which
are usually absent from his private conversa-
tions.

A substantial explanation of the dualism
between his publie and private behavior is
that he progressed from being a small-town
preacher’s son to his present eminence by
way of the legal profession. For years his
daily task was to make the best case he
could for his client. He is reputed to have
been the most highly paid eorporation lawyer
in the history of New York City. A lawyer
is not expected to believe the partisan side
of the case which he presents for his client.
He does not carry it into his personal
beliefs or private conversations. Nor is con-
sistency expected. He may take the op=-
posite side of the same argument on be-
half of his next client. Such professional
habits are not easily shaken off.

COURTROOM DIPLOMACY

Mr. Dulles earned his position in the legal
profession against odds. He got his job
with the law firm of Sullivan & Cromwell
at $50 per month on the insistence of Grand-
father Foster and against the better judg-
ment of the senior partners. The partners
consented to give him a chance, but they
took negligible interest in a boy from the
back country who had slight connections
with the big families or big corporations—
and who, besides, had taken his law at
George Washington University, not at ¥Yale
or Harvard. The fact that he had grad-
uated with the highest marks ever granted
at George Washington was no compensation
in their eyes for his other shortcomings.

The quality which broke through the re=-
sistance aof Sullivan and Cromwell and made
him, ultimately, the senior partner was his
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ability to make & case for a cllent. He did

it so successfully that not until he reached
the age of 61 did he experience what could
be called a check to his career. Then, in
1940, he ran for the Senate, and was beaten
by Herbert Lehman.

The technique of making a case for a client
has persisted into his conduct of American
diplomacy, and not surprisingly it has in-
volved him in instances of embarrassing in-
consistency. When he was in Pakistan last
March, for example, he argued to members
of the SEATO alliance that it pays to be an
ally of the United States—citing facts and
figures to prove that allies get better treat-
ment at the United States Treasury than
nonallies. Seven days later he was in non-
allied Indonesia saying, “there is no con-
nection whatsoever” between our financial
aid and membership in a military-security
pact with the United States. He cited as
evidence the fact that India and Ceylon re-
ceive such aid although they are not allled
with the United States.

In between he stopped over in New Delhi
and trled to persuade Prime Minister Nehru
that he had not been unfriendly to India
when he had previously referred to Goa, that
much debated Portuguese enclave on the
Indian coast, as a province of Portugal.

Another striking example of making a case
was provided by Mr. Dulles on February 24,
1956. The new Sovlet diplomacy had for
months been running rings around Western
diplomacy. Soviet arms had gone to Egypt,
Soviet trade delegations were roving as far
afield as Latin America, Pakistan had agreed
to send a trade mission to Moscow, and the
administration had entangled itself in the
on-again, off-again fiasco of tank shipments
to Saudl Arabia. Yet Mr. Dulles asserted:
“At this moment in Moscow they are having
to revise their whole program. They have
failed.”

This was followed by one of the rare explo-
slons of Senate, and public, criticism of Mr.
Dulles (there had been an earller explosion
over his “massive retallation” phrase). It
evoked an explanation at the State Depart-
ment that Mr. Dulles’ doctrine of Soviet
fallure was based on a comparison of the
Soviet position in 1948 with the Soviet posi-
tion in 1956. Now the West was undoubtedly
better off in 1956 than it had been in 1948—
but what critics had been talking about was
the appearance of a Western decline from
1953 to 1956. Mr. Dulles had built his case
for Soviet failure on a convenlent selection
of dates which gave him the advantages of
the Marshall plan, formation of the NATO
alllance, successful resistance to aggression
in Korea, and the refurbishing of Western
military power—all pre-1852 Truman-Ache-
son achlevements, which Mr. Dulles had
tended to minimize in the 1952 election year.
He may have felt, however, that his client
had changed, after the Democrats regained
control of Congress in 1954.

Certain inconsistencies between remarks
made by Mr. Dulles during the 1952 campaign
and in a 1949 Senate speech were ralsed at
the Senate hearing on his confirmation in
January of 19538. Mr. Dulles explained that
‘“‘under our constitutional system we have a
general election every 4 years * * * one side
presents his case, and the other side presents
the other case, as two lawyers do when they
go into court. At that stage the two parties
are nof judges and they are not judicial. In
my opinion they should not be * * * but
when that time is past, then I belleve we
should try to work together on a bipartisan
basis.”

When Life magazine came on the streets in
early January of 1956 with an article based
on recorded conversations with Mr. Dulles
which pictured him as almost the sole bul-
wark of the peace, Democrats concluded that
Mr. Dulles’ quadrennial release from judi=-
clousness had come around. Even Vice Presi-
dent Nixow commented dryly that “the rest
of us can take care of the campaigning.”
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Another  characteristic of many dlstin-

guished lawyers is the lack of an adminis-

trative flair. (This is, perhaps, natural,
since they ordinarily work alone or with a
handful of close assoclates, and thus have

little chance to learn the technigues of man--

aging a large organization.) In Mr. Dulles
this trait seems to be pronounced.

Sullivan & Cromwell partners recall that
when Dulles was senlor partner he exhibited
more than usual aversion to administrative
work., The senior partner normally oversees
this part of the firm’s operations—as the
present senior partner, Arthur Dean, does.
During the Dulles term, however, one of the
other partners took over this work by mutual
and tacit consent.

Shortly before taking office as Secretary of
State Mr. Dulles expressed a wish that he
might have an “ivory tower" office off in some
obscure corner of the White House where he
could just think about foreign policy, and
not have any formal connection with the
vast, complex, hierarchical structure of the
Department of State. He did not get his
wish, but his subordinates have sometimes
suspected that in his own subconscious mind
he did. It is frequently said that he carries
the foreign policies of the United States
around in his coat pocket. He seldom dele-
gates policy responsibility and it is note-
worthy that—as in the case of the Saudi

Arabian arms shipments—no one was quite -

sure what the policy was until he came back
from his Duck Island vacation retreat.

The once-powerful secondary officials of
the Department have tended to become
merely executors of his policy (when they
are informed of what it is) and the rank of
Ambassador has steadily declined in impor-
tance during the Dulles incumbency. When
there is any important negotiating to be done
Mr. Dulles usually goes himself, leaving his
Ambassadors no function higher than that of
reporters. Even this residual function has
been of declining relevance, since Mr. Dulles
has his own views of each situation clearly in
mind. Ambassadorial reports bear upon
Dulles' thinking, but seldom influence it;
and, it is said, they never cause a reversal
of a strong Dulles view. Ambassadors have
been called home for consultation without
being consulted by Mr. Dulles.

During the Acheson period, policy was
generated out of the impact upon each other
of many and diverse minds in the Depart-
ment. Mr, Acheson set up and used an
institution called the policy planning staff,
He frequently overrode its conclusions, but
he did not assume that his thinking alone
could generate foreign policy., Today the
policy planning staff has fallen into disuse:
Department policy begins and ends in Mr.
Dulles’ own mind. Dulles' policy is influ-
enced heavily by the Benate. It is some-
times reversed by the President. It is ad-
justed within the limits of tolerance of
public opinion. But the machinery of the
State Department plays the least of the roles
in the process.

The fact that Mr. Dulles is one of the most
traveled Secretaries of State in history is
a direct result of his unfamiliarity with the
use of an administrative apparatus. To him,
his staff of experts, his farflung Foreign
Service, appear to be not an instrument, but
a baffling encumbrance from which he dis-
engages himself insofar as he is able.

James PF. Byrnes—another lawyer—exhib-
ited a similar inclination, although to a lesser
degree. When he was negotiating with the
Soviets in Moscow in 1945, one of his aids
(now an Ambassador) suggested that the
delegation ought to send a report of its work
back to the State Department. “Why?" Mr,
Byrnes inguired in genuine bewilderment.
“What would be the point of that? I'm
here.”

Mr. Dulles also is capable of assuming that
wherever he happens to be at the moment,
there, too, is the Department of State. In

February 26

his case, however, It comes closer to being
true.

A related quality is his facility for disen-
tangling himself from embarrassments. In
1947 he had nominated Alger Hiss, with the
highest recommendations, for the post of
director of the Carnegie Endowment. When
the pumpkin papers were unearthed in Au-
gust 1948 he and Dean Acheson were both
vulnerable to criticism, because of their past
associations with Hiss; Mr. Dulles was, if
anything, more so because he had provided
Hiss with refuge at the Carnegie Endowment
after Hiss had been maneuvered out of the
State Department under Mr. Byrnes,

A MATTER OF THEOLOGY

At once Mr. Dulles relieved Hiss of all
active duties at the Carnegle Endowment.
He appeared as a prosecutlon witness at both
of the Hiss trials. He contradicted Hiss testi-
mony on five specific points during the final
stage of the second trial. By the day of the
verdict, January 21, 1949, he was ready to
say: .

“The conviction of Alger Hiss is & human
tragedy. It is tragic that so great promise
should have come to so inglorious an end.
But the greater tragedy is that seemingly
our national ideals no longer inspire the
loyal devotion needed for their defense.”
(Some 25,000 American boys were shortly to
challenge Mr. Dulles’ lugubrious generaliza-
tion by giving their lives on the battlefields
of Korea.)

Precisely 4 days later Dean Acheson—
citing as his text the 25th chapter of the
Gospel according to St. Matthew, verses 34
through 46, the theological basis on which
the ministers of the Christian church follow
even a convicted murderer to the scaffold—
sald:

“I should like to make clear to you that
whatever the outcome of eny appeal which
Mr. Hiss or his lawyers may make in this case,
I do not intend to turn my back on Alger
Hiss."

Some philosophic observers of the two men
see in this disparity of reaction to the same
incident an outbreak of the anclent conflict
between Presbyterian and Episcopalian: the
one prudently turning his back, the other
defiantly wearing past mistakes. If there is
self-righteousness in either position, or both,
it is a matter for a panel of theologlans to
determine.

The triple reconciliation of righteousness,
duty, and success is not always an easy one.
Theologians would also be intrigued by the
way Mr. Dulles resolved it when he had to
deal with the controversial personnel cases
which he inherited from his predecessor.
The McCarthy group in Congress had de-
clared total war against a number of Foreign
Service career officers, in particular, John
Carter Vincent and John Paton Davies.

Mr. Dulles dutifully went through the long
records and found—as Mr. Acheson had—
that there was no basis for dismissal on the
ground of doubtful loyalty. But he divested
himself prudently of Mr. Vincent on the
ground that his China reporting had been a
failure, and of Mr. Davies for disregard of
proper forbearance and caution in making
known his dissents outside privileged bound-
aries. His personal feelings about the Davies
case may or may not be suggested by the
fact that on the day after he had announced
his decision he telephoned Mr. Davies and
authorized him to use his (the Dulles) name
as a reference if it would be helpiul in ob-
taining another job. His final session with
Mr. Vincent ended on the Dulles observa-
tion (apparently conclusive to Mr. Dulles)
that Mr. Vineent’s critics in the Senate talked
louder than his supporters.

The rationale of Dulles’ defenders in these
matters is that when a man is trylng to do
something as fmportant as preserving the
peace of the world he cannot afford to carry
excess baggage, any more than can a man
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trying to climb Mount Everest. Mr. Dulles
found ways and means of shedding the lia-
bilities which had plagued Mr. Acheson un-
less, as in the case of Charles E. Bohlen, the
defenders could muster stronger support
than the critics, Dwight D. Eisenhower and
Senator Robert Taft both spoke up for Mr.
Bohlen, Dulles’ detractors on the other hand
use such words as “hypoerisy” and ‘‘moral
cowardice” In speaking of these cases.

It is not clear whether the free run which
Senator McCArRTHY enjoyed around the State
Department in the early Dulles days repre-
sented Dulles' prudence or orders from the
White House. It has been noted that when
Harold Stassen did talk back to Senator Mc-
CarTHY in those same days he was repudi-
ated by the White House.

Dulles’ adaptability to changed circum-
stances was tested, and confirmed, by his
relations with his son Avery. Mr. Dulles
himself has been loyal to his father's Pres-
byterianism in personal faith, in constant
references in his public life to moral and
spiritual values, and in considerable promi-
nence as & layman in the work of the Na-
tional Council of the Churches of Christ, an
organization of Protestant churches. When
Avery Dulles entered the Roman Catholic
Church to study for the Jesuit priesthood,
Mr. Dulles broke off relations with his son.
Relations were established before photog-
raphers when Dulles became & candidate for
Senator.

Ti.ere are plenty of other examples of Mr.
Dulles’ adaptability. When he visited South
Korea just before the outbreak of war he
promised the South Koreans that they would
“not stand alone” in the event of attack.
Back in Washington, he confided to reporters
that he was vastly relieved when President
Truman ordered United States troops into
the Korean battle, for otherwise his promise
of support to the South Koreans would have
remained unfulfilled. From the outbreak of
the war until the 1952 campaign he defended
the Truman decision to enter the war. He
then became critical of that decision during
the campaign; but returned to its defense
after the 1954 mid-term elections put a
Democratic majority back in control of the
Senate.

He contributed comfort and usable quota-
tions to the Bricker amendment cause dur-
ing the 1952 campaign, but turned against
the amendment when it came toward a vote
in 1853.

WHAT HE SAYS AND DOES

The qualities which make Mr. Dulles con-
troversial show up in his control of foreign
policy. ©One usually knew with Acheson
what his policy was trying to achieve. With
Mr. Dulles one is not quite sure whether the
American attitude toward Communist China,
for example, is to be measured by the fact
that he refused to shake hands with his
Chinese opposite number, Chou En-lal, when
they were in the same room in Geneva in
1954, or by the fact that since July of 1955
a United States Ambassador and a Com-
munist Chinese Ambassador have been ac-
credited to each other in Geneva.

Dulles' admirers cite his famous brink-of-
war doctrine as evidence of his mastery of
the technique of foreign relations. They
take seriously his version of events, which
is that he has deliberately taken the United
States to the brink and thus saved the peace
by his boldness.

His own version of how he got the Chinese
Communists to agree to the truce in Korea is
that when in India, on his first of many trips
around the world, he told Prime Minister
Nehru that if there were no truce the United
States would open up the war and carry it
across the Manchurian frontier. In the
Dulles version of history Mr, Nehru presum-
ably relayed this stern warning to Peking,
after which the truce was concluded. But
Mr. Nehru has since been reported as saying
that if Mr, Dulles ever told him any such
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thing on that trip he, Mr. Nehru, didn't take
it seriously enough even to remember it, let
alone relay it to Peking.

The greatest single controversy over Dulles’
conduct of forelgn policy is whether Mr.
Dulles has shaped events, or adjusted himself
to them. Facts permit one to say only that
at the end of Mr. Dulles' third year in office
his policy was almost diametrically opposed
to what he said it was going to be when he
started out. His opening declaration was to
take United States policy off the alleged dead
center of Acheson’s containment, inject bold-
ness into it, and by boldness liberate the
captured peoples of the Soviet realm and
roll back the Iron Curtain.

Perhaps the most characteristically Dul-
lesian operation was the one involving the
famous Formosa Resolution. Congress was
asked for what amounted to a blank check,
authorizing the President to do almost any-
thing to save Formosa. The country braced
itself for war with China, and the world
shuddered. But when the T7th Fleet
steamed westward under cover of the reso-
lution it did not fire its broadsides against
the Communists on the China coast, but
merely evacuated the Chinese Nationalists
from the Tachen Islands, then turned
quickly away. The affair left people wonder-
ing whether the resolution was intended to
protect the Chinese Nationalists in the Far
East or to cover the Dulles flank on Capitol
Hill. And was the Tth Fleet spared from
attack by Chinese Communist planes because
of the much publicized resolution, or because
urgent unpublicized advices sent from the
State Department to Peking by way of Lon-
don, Moscow, and New Delhi had explained
that the fleet maneuver was solely intended
for the evacuation of the islands?

In pre- and early-Secretarial days Mr.
Dulles spoke often and critically of the
Acheson containment policy. The implica-
tion always was that he intended to go over
from passive containment to an active roll-
back of the Soviet frontiers of power. But
the fascinating fact is that as the months
elapsed and the Communist frontiers rolled
over half of Indochina, Dulles’ pronounce=
ments on foreign policy more and more
frequently included passages which sounded
much like the theories of George F. Kennan,
author of the containment doctrine.

The essence of Kennan doctrine was stated
in the following passages from Mr. Kennan's
Stafford Little Lectures of March 1954:

“I can conceive that Soviet power will
some day recede from its present exposed
positions, just as it has already receded in
Finland and Yugoslavia and northern Iran.
But I can conceive of this happening only
precisely in the event that the vital prestige
of Soviet power is not too drastically and
abruptly engaged in the process, in the event
that change is permitted fo come gradually
and inconspicuously as the result of com-
pulsions resident within the structure of
Soviet power itself, not created externally
in the form of threats or ultimata or patent
intrigues from the outside.”

In 1952 during the election campalgn and
long thereafter, Mr. Dulles advocated policies
toward the Soviet Union which bore some of
the external earmarks of threats, ultimata,
and patent intrigue although he would not
himself of course put such labels upon
them. Instant and massive retaliation
sounded rather like a threat. The warning
to the Chinese Communists extended
through Mr. Nehru partook of the quality
of an ultimatum. And the liberation policy
sounded rather like a patent intrigue, for
Mr. Dulles never made it clear how he in-
tended to bring about this desirable end; he
just kept hinting at various ways and means
of giving the Soviets homework and diffi-
culties in their own backyard. He seemed
to imply an intensified psychological war-
fare and propaganda offensive abetted by
undercover CIA work. He never spelled it
out in detail beyond the creation in the
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free world of politieal task forces to develop
a freedom program for each of the captive
nations. . .

There does seem to have been a stepup in
CIA undercover operations against the Com-
munist bloc in the early days of Dulles' re-
gime. The Committee for Free Europe was
also for a time stimulated to greater activi-
tles. But by 1954 Washington had begun to
demobilize the Chinese Nationalist division
which had tried to operate in northern Bur-
ma against the Chinese Communist southern
flank, and had begun to dismantle the CIA
operation on Formosa known as Western En-
terprises, Inc. Mr, Dulles had formally as-
sured the United Nations, as early as Sep-
tember 15, 1953, that “our creed does not call
for exporting revolution and inciting others
to violence.” Long after this the Committee
for Free Europe continued to float its “free-
dom balloons” across the Iron Curtain, but
everyone knew that the forward strategy of
the early Eisenhower days had been laid
aside. The Free Europe people, whose hopes
had been focused on liberation by revolu-
tion, wondered plaintively just what was
their continuing function.

So much attention was pald to the massive
retaliation phrase in the famous speech of
January 12, 1854, that few at the time no-
ticed the balancing Kennanesque passage:
“If we can deter such aggression as would
mean general war, and that is our confident
resolve, then we can let time and fundamen=
tals work for us.”

On March 17, 1954, in an expansion of this
thesis, he was sure that “there is going on,
even within the Soviet empire, a silent test
of strength between the powerful rulers and
the muiltitudes of human beings * * * their
aspirations in the aggregate make up a
mighty force.” This was further documen-
tation for the thesis that “time and funda-
mentals will work for us, if only we will let
them.”

On the day Mr. KEennan had his final fare-
well session with Mr. Dulles he spent a long
evening of soul-searching with an old friend.
At the end of the conversation, Mr. Eennan
remarked that he supposed that Mr. Dulles
could not after all pursue a Kennan policy
as long as he, Kennan, remained in the State
Department. Mr. Dulles continued to use
bold words along with his Eennanesque pas=
sages, but certainly by February 8, 1955, the
men of the Eremlin had taken the real
measure of the bold words. On that date
Vyacheslav Molotov said to the Supreme So-
viet of the Soviet Union: “* * * the Repub-
licans won the presidential elections not be-
cause they proclaimed a more aggressive for=
eign policy, but, on the contrary, by virtue
of the fact that they actually appeared to be
for a certain time the political party which
was furthering not the continuation of ag-
gression in Korea but the ending of the war
and the reestablishment of peace in that
country.”

Paul Nitze, Mr. Acheson’s last chairman of
the Policy Planning Staff, studied the Dulles
record and published an article in Foreign
Affairs (January 1954) analyzing the differ-
ence between declaratory policy and op=-
eration policy. The Dulles declaratory
policy has been all that the most ardent
warhawks on Capitol Hill could desire, but
his operating policies began with a private
explanation after Chiang Kal-shek had been
“unleashed” that real United States policy
in the Far East was one of disengagement
from the mainland of Asia.

The United States has not yet disengaged
entirely from the coast of Asia, but its armed
power, its psychological warfare, and its
propaganda have steadily receded from the
frontiers of the power struggle. Under Mr.
Dulles the actions, though not the voice, of
the United States have beat less and less
vigorously on the vital prestige of Soviet
power and have given increasing oppor-
tunity for the compulsions resident within
the structure of Soviet power to operate.
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Whether Mr. Dulles ever consciously prac-
ticed EKennan policy, while declaring a con-
trary policy, is a secret Mr. Dulles has never
disclosed. But it is obvious that there has
been a gradual flow of Dulles policy around
the clock from denunciation of Eennan doc-
trine toward the actual practice of Eennan
policy.
INSIDE HIS OFFICE

Did Mr. Dulles play it this way from the
start, or simply adjust himself to events as
they changed? The answer is obscured by
many things, including Mr. Dulles’ own
methods of operation as a Secretary of State.
An Assistant Secretary of State who at-
tended his dally staff conference for many
months is sure that if he entered the Dulles
office at any other than the scheduled time,
Mr. Dulles would not be able to recall his
name.

In Mr. Acheson’s day the upper levels of
the State Department seethed with new
ideas. Under Mr. Dulles, policy originates
with Dulles texts. The fitness of one Am-
bassador for promotion was questioned on
the ground that he had exhibited ignorance
of a particular Dulles speech.

Two theories are equally permissible
about Dulles’ conduct of our foreign pollcy.
One is that with a truly Machiavellian skill
he has kept the Senate war-wing happy by
his public pronouncements, while quietly
paving the way for a settlement with the
Communist world by his actual operations.
The other theory is that the domestic Soviet
aftermath of Stalin’s death—coupled with
a vast American urge for peace which seized
upon Dwight Eisenhower as its instrument—
have together uced a more relaxed
world with which Mr. Dulles has, if some-
times tardily, come to terms.

One theory among those who have worked
with him fs that Mr. Dulles Is more pre-
occupied with the record of John Foster Dul-
les on the pages of history than with history
itself. He seems to be singularly unaware
of other people around him, and their pos-
sible corollary contributions to events. The
“brink of war” article in Life attributes the
peace exclusively to Dulles’ technique—
leaving one to wonder what Dag Hammar-
skjold, Nehru, Anthony Eden, Winston
Churchill, Dwight Eisenhower, and several
others were doing with their time.

At a ceremonlial occasion convoked for the
presentation of an award in international
Jurisprudence to Dr. Manley O. Hudson, Mr.
Dulles made a long speech on international
jurisprudence. He made no mention what-
ever of Dr., Hudson. One person present
remarked that it seemed to him “an extraor-
dinary example of gracelessness in an intel-
ligent man.” The thoughts of more than
one member of the audience went back to
Mr. Dulles’ opening letter to the employees
of the State Department when he took over
command with the announced expectation
of receiving their “personal loyalty.”

Mr. Dulles is unquestionably intelligent.
He is beyond doubt a highly skilled negotia-
tor. He is a brilllant pleader of a case.
There is no record of any client ever having
been dissatisfied with the Dulles handling
of his legal affairs. He is a candid and
articulate expounder of a complex problem
in foreign affairs. His knowledge of such
problems and his ability to grasp their rami-
fications is probably unequaled by any other
foreign minister of these times.

But, curiously enough, there seems to be a
lurking lack of self-confidence, or perhaps
nonfulfillment, somewhere in his makeup—
as though in his own mind grandfather
John Foster still loomed unmatched over
him. Mr. Dulles has made a far larger
splash on the pages of history than the
grandfather whom others have long since
forgotten; but perhaps the grandson is still
subconsciously a member of the clergyman's
branch of the family, made uncomfortable

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

by grandfather's condescension toward his
poor and more obscure relatives.

In the process either of making the peace,
or of adjusting his record to the peacemak-
ing work of others (take your choice), Mr.
Dulles has chalked up one incontrovertible
score over his predecessor. There have been
grumblings on Capitol Hill from time to
time, but never any real revolt against Mr.
Dulles. The Senate voted its nonconfidence
in Dean Acheson just before Mr. Acheson
went to Brussels to negotiate the NATO
alliance (which the Senate then ratified).
No such public humiliation has ever been
visited upon Mr. Dulles.

It can certainly be said of Mr. Dulles that
he has successfully shielded himself and
President Eisenhower's foreign policies from
attack in the Senate. Whether he has actu-
ally generated American foreign policy is a
further guestion which cannot be answered
surely from the existing public record. Mr.
Acheson and Mr. Eennan did generate policy.
Mr. Dulles has steered old policies through
a number of storms, and often steered wisely
and well. At least, he kept the policies
afloat.

Technieally, Mr. Dulles has initiated only
two new policies since he took office. One
was the treaty of alllance with Chiang Kal-
shek. The other was the “northern tier”
policy in the Middle East which the British
converted into the Baghdad Pact. It is not
necessarily a mark against him that nelther
of these policies has produced spectacularly
successful results, nor that there are only
two. It may be that he best served the needs
of the times by steering old policies along old
courses. Congress has unquestionably been
more comfortable during Dulles’ steering
than it was during Acheson’'s generating—
although it did vote, and heavily, in favor of
every Acheson policy presented to it (albeit
attacking Mr. Acheson personally). Mr.
Dulles has yet to test his ability to carry a
major new policy of his own through
Congress.

But the conduct of foreign policy does not
consist exclusively of negotiating formal
treaties, implementing formal statements of
policy, and generating concepts like the Mar-
shall plan and the NATO alliance. Policy
can also be the absence of action. It may
even involve the absence of action under the
cover of much verbal sound and fury. Mr.
Dulles inherited from Mr. Acheson a public
opinion which demanded bold statements of
defiance against the Communist world, but
which also yearned for an end to the Korean
war, and release from the fear of a greater
atomic war.

THE TWO-WAY CHARGE

The Secretary has marvelously served
these conflicting desires. He has appeared
to be the crusading knight bearing the cross
of righteousness on his shield, his sword up-
ralsed against the foe and his voice calling
for the charge. But if your glance descends
from this stirring picture, you notice that
the charger he bestrides is ambling placidly
in the opposite direction.

The spring crisis in Arab-Israeli affairs
shows the characteristic earmark of a Dulles
operation. At suitable intervals Mr. Dulles
loudly called upon the Soviets to prove their
good intentions by deeds, not words. But
when Soviet arms flowed into Egypt Mr.
Dulles inconspicuously noted that Moscow
had a legal right to do what It did. PBritain,
in anguish over the apparent threat to its
Middle East oll supplies, reversed its ancient
pro-Arab inclination, sided with Israel, and
tried to involve the United States under the
19562 Tripartite Declaration. Mr. Dulles
deftly sidestepped this London move by
invoking the United Nations, thus leaving
the door open for Soviet participation in a
settlement.

There was no formalized declaration or
implementation of policy in this operation.
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There were no documents. There was a risk
that the Soviets would seek dangerous ad-
vantage from the leaning of Mr. Dulles away
from London. But it was not the kind of
risk Mr. Dulles takes in the picture of his
behavior beloved alike by his adulators and
his detractors. History is likely to record
that Mr. Dulles has taken more and bolder
risks on the brink of appeasement than on
the brink of war,

It is perhaps premature to suggest that
whereas the times of Stalin called for a Bec-
retary of State who literally did stand up
to Russians, the times of Khrushchev ecall
for one who will make peace with them be-
hind a smokescreen of threatening words.
We know that the men of Moscow were shak-
en out of some of their illusions by the re-
sistance of the West in Korea. We do not
know yet whether they understand and will
respond to Mr. Dulles’ extraordinary way of
riding foreign policy backwards. And it is
much too early to decide whether the Dulles
way of riding is intentional or accidental.

In the meantime, in spite of all criticism,
Mr. Dulles continues to ride American for-
eign policy as though it belonged to him by
inherited right.

He took office with the following statement
to his assembled employees in the courtyard
of the State Department: >

“I don't suppose that there is any family
in the United States which has for so long
been identified with the Foreign Service and
the State Department as my family. I go
back a long way—I'd have to stop and think
of the date—when a great-great uncle of
mine, Mr. Welsh, was one of our early Min-
isters to the Court of St. James. In those
days, you know, they were Ministers, not
Ambassadors.

“My grandfather, John W. Foster, was for
a long time in the diplomatic service and
then ended up as Secretary of State under
President Harrison. His son-in-law,
uncle, Robert Lansing, was Secretary of State
under Woodrow Wilson.

“Coming down to my own generation, my
brother, Allen W. Dulles, was for many years
in the Foreign Service of the United States.
My sister, Eleanor Lansing Dulles, is today
in the State Department and has been for
several years. I, myself, have had at least
sporadic assoclation with the Department of
State and with the Forelgn Service through-
out most of my life. So you can see, from
the standpoint of background and tradition,
it is to me an exciting and thrilling thing to
be with you here today, as Secretary of State.”

To Mr. Dulles the State Department has
become a family fief. He inherifed it by
feudal right, he and his family, of which he
is the senior lving member.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I have
not changed my opinion, as previously
expressed on the floor of the Senate,
about the Secretary of State, namely,
that I think his usefulness in his posi-
fion has long since passed. It is only
necessary to look at the sorry mess in
the Middle East to have all the proof
one needs.

The Senate has before it for consid-
eration a resolution which I do not think
anyone can deny was principally au-
thored by the Secretary of State. As I
brought out in my colloquy yesterday
with the distinguished junior Senator
from Georgia [Mr. TaLmance]l, the com-
mittees listened to the Secretary of State
over a period of days. Questions which
ought to have been answered by him spe-
cifically were answered with lengthy,
evasive language. It was too bad we
did not have Mr. Dulles in a courtroom,
where he could have been tied down to
answering directly, under the rules of
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examination which prevail in court-
rooms.

Mr. President, I cannot possibly vote
for a resolution which is so strongly
recommended by the Secretary of State
until he supplies the Senate with a bill
of particulars, which we are entitled to
receive from him, as to exactly what
he, as Secretary of State, proposes to
do under the resolution if the broad
blanket power is voted as provided in the
resolution.

I recognize the seriousness of the com-
ments which I make when I express pub-
licly my lack of confidence in the Secre-
tary of State. But I shall not vote for a
resolution which gives this blanket au-
thority to the administration with John
Foster Dulles as Secretary of State. I
want to know what deals he has in mind
under the Middle East program. I am
not going to accept him on faith. I
think the taxpayers of the country are
entitled to know specifically what John
Foster Dulles will recommend to the ad-
ministration if the blanket authority
contained in the resolution is voted to
the administration.

As I said earlier this morning, I think
there are increasing thousands of peo-
ple in the United States who, day by day,
as the debate proceeds in the Senate, are
beginning to ask themselves some very
interesting and penetrating questions.
Senators need only to read their mail
each morning to know how true that
statement is. The people of the Nation
are entitled to know what the adminis-
tration intends to do under the resolu-
tion, because the foreign policy of the
country belongs to the people and not to
the President of the United States and
the Secretary of State.

Mr. President, I have made these brief
comments this morning, based upon the
article published in Harper's magazine,
because I think the article itself raises
very serious questions as to the com-
petency of the Secretary of State to con-
tinue to perform the duties of that office.

Mr. President, I now desire to address
myself to another subject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon has the floor.

RUSSIAN POWER PRODUCTION IS
INCREASING

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I desire
to discuss an excellent article entitled
“Russia Increasing Power Production,”
written by Marquis Childs, and published
in the Washington Post and Times Her-
ald of today.

A group of us in the Senate have for a
long time sought to point out the very
great danger to the security of our coun-
try which is being created by this admin-
istration through its power program.
After all, it is the sources of energy avail-
able to private enterprise in the United
States which give us the assurance of
whether our productive power will in-
crease in relation to Russia's, or whether
we shall find ourselves secondary to Rus-
sia in a very few years. As Marquis
Childs points out:

Public power development was a conspicu-
ous feature of the New and Fair Deals. It
figured, too, in the election campaign last
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fall in many Western States, including those
in which the Democrats scored unexpected
gains.

When Douglas McEay came in as Secre=
tary of the Interior, this concept was quickly
vetoed and a study recommending it was put
on the prescribed list. But from areas where
power shortages are acute there is evidence
of dissatisfaction with this veto.

The Portland Oregonion, a Republican
paper—

And, I may add parenthetically, one of
the most active anti-Morse newspapers
in the recent campaign—
expressing editorially the hope of a change
in power policy, noted that the Interior De-
partment under McKay “had even sold its
transmission line through central Oregon to
lé[lamath County to California-Oregon Power

o

“This prevented,"” the editorial noted, “ef-
fective interconnection between the Federal
Bonneville system and the Federal Central
Valley system of California. Had this con-
nection been completed, the Northwest prob-
ably could be utilizing power from California
on an exchange basis this winter rather than
cutting off a third of its aluminum produc-
tion.”

The President of the United States is
saying much these days—and rightly so,
in my opinion—about the dangers to the
security of our country; but I direct his
attention to what I believe to be the fact,
namely, that his own power policy, with
the give-away partnership program
which the President is underwriting, also
endangers the security of our country
in the years not too far ahead, because
that policy deals with the matter of de-
veloping the maximum energy potentials
of this Nation.

The President of the United States, I
charge, is following a policy in the power
field which will not develop the maxi-
mum energy potential of the great river
basins because he has been drawn in by
unsound advisers, in my judegment, and is
following the bad advice of those advisers
in regard to his partnership scheme,
which will turn over great power re-
sources to the private utilities, not for
the maximum power development, but
for underdevelopment.

That is why I think it is so important
that the Senate give consideration to the
excellent article written by Mr. Marquis
Childs and published his morning. Mr.
Childs has hit the nail on the head, in my
judgment, in regard to the issue of the
development of a power program in Rus-
sia as compared with the underdevelop-
ment program in the United States.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the article be printed at this
point in the body of the RECORD as a
part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

RussiA INCREASING POWER PRODUCTION

(By Marquis Childs)

The startling statement that the United
States has already lost the lead in science to
Soviet Russia, made with the authority of
Edward Teller, who developed the hydrogen
bomb, should shake the complacency which
assumes that high prosperity and shiny new
automobiles are evidence of superiority.

What Teller confirmed was what many sci-
entists and educators have long suspected.
The extraordinary push of Soviet technical
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and scientific education has achieved in a
relatively short time the leadership that this
country has held for many years.

But it is not alone in sclence that Amer-
ica’s preeminent position is threatened. In
many fields the rate of growth in the Soviet
Union exceeds that of the United States.
One of these is the development of electric
power production.

Recent estimates made by power specialists
show that in the period 1951-55 Russia’s in-
stalled hydroelectric power capacity increased
at the rate of 80 percent, while the rate
of growth in this country was 29 percent.

These are rough estimates, especially in
view of the uncertain nature of Soviet sta-
tistics. But they give a general idea of the
order of difference in the growth of this
element vital to the development of industry,
technology, and science.

Soviet power production today is only a
fraction of that in the United States, which
has 42 percent of all the installed capacity
in the world, according to a study made by
the International Cooperation Administra-
tion.

But if the rate of growth continues to be
2 or 3 times that of the United States, then
we may wake up one day to discover the same
thing has happened in power production as
has occurred in science. In power produced
from coal and natural gas, the rate of growth
for the Soviet in the same period was 63
percent against 30 percent for this country.

Among those concerned over this threat
are advocates of public power production
who believe the policy of the present admin-
istration is preventing the construction of
large-scale projects that only Government
can build.

Public power development was a conspicu-
ous feature of the New and Fair Deals. It fig-
ured, too, in the election campaign last fall
in many Western States, including those in
which the Democrats scored unexpected
gains.

When Douglas McEay came In as Secretary
of Interior, this concept was quickly vetoed
and a study recommending it was put on the
prescribed list. But from areas where power
shortages are acute there is evidence of dis-
satisfaction with this veto.

The Portland Oregonian, a Republican
paper, expressing editorially the hope of a
change in power policy, noted that the In-
terior Department under McKay “had even
sold its transmission line through central
Oregon to Klamath County to California-
Oregon Power Co.”

“This prevented,” the editorial noted, “ef-
fective interconnection between the Federal
Bonneville system and the Federal Central
Valley system of California. Had this con-
nection been completed, the Northwest prob-
ably could be utilizing power from California
on an exchange basis this winter rather than
cutting off a third of its aluminum produc-
tion."”

A vast intercontinental grid is the core of
SBoviet power development. This was de-
scribed by Shelton Fisher, publisher of Power,
a McGraw-Hill business publication, after a
visit to the Soviet Unlon last fall.

In a 3-hour interview, Georgl Malenkov,
Minister of Power, explained how the grid
would link up the great hydroelectric re-
sources in Siberia with the central power area
around Mocsow, including eight nuclear
powerplants to be in operation by 1960.
Fisher made an extensive tour of Soviet power
facilities.

The Bratsk Dam under construction in Si-
beria will be 3 miles across and 425 feet high.
Yearly production at Bratsk is expected to
total 20 billion kilowatt-hours. Total hydro
production consumed in Russia in 1955 was
28 billion which gives some idea of the scale
of development now going forward, Bratsk
will be producing power by 1960.
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DISPLAY OF THE AMERICAN FLAG
OVER SCHOOLHOUSES

Mr. POTTER. Mr. President, the
schools of the United States are the
fountainhead of civic responsibility. In
the classrooms of poor communities—
often overcrowded, filled with worn
desks, smelling of chalk—and in the
bright glass-walled school buildings of
wealthier areas, young people from every
walk of life are learning and practicing
the great prineciples upon which our con-
cept of government rests,

Sixty-three years ago, the first United
States flag to be raised over a school
building was raised in the small town of
Gaylord, in my own State of Michigan.
Today that patriotic idea has become a
great American tradition, sanctioned by
law. Every school in the land flies the
rved, white, and blue symbol which
throughout the world is synonymous
with freedom and equality.

I offer for inclusion in the REcOrD an
excerpt from the Otsego County, Mich.,
school directory, which recounts this
story from its beginnings in Gaylord,
Mich., to its present status in our na-
tional patriotic lore.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

WE MusT WoRK For FrREppoM To MAKE FREE-
poMm Work For Us
“PLEDGE TO THE FLAG

“I pledge allegiance to the flag of the
United States of America and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands; one nation, under
God, indivisible, with liberty and justice for
all.”

Sixty-three years ago the first United
States flag to be raised over a school build-
ing, was raised in the small town of Gaylord,
Mich., in Otsego County, and over a small,
insignificant school.

There was opposition to this from Civil
War veterans.

The school fought for a referendum and
won out, The issue was carried to the State
legislature and it was made a State law that
the United States flag be flown over school
buildings. Eventually every State in the
Union made it mandatory to display the
United States flag over the buildings or
grounds of every school.

This move to make display of the flag
mandatory was initiated by Gaylord High
School 63 years ago. Its principal was Frank
H. Farnham, who now lives in Pensacola, Fla.

Gaylord can be very proud of its contribu-
tion to the patriotic history of our country.

INVESTIGATION OF INCREASING
NEWSPRINT COSTS

Mr. POTTER. Mr. President, zooming
newsprint costs have become the center
of an investigation by the Senate Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

At the time when I proposed the in-
vestigation, I pointed out on the Senate
foor that these rising costs work a hard-
ship on publishers, and therefore cur-
tail the functioning of the free press of
America. The small-business man finds
himself squeezed in a vise which becomes
tighter and tighter as his advertising
costs rise along with newsprint costs,
And beyond that, the average American
is in the unpleasant position of paying
almost twice as much for his daily news-
paper as he did a few years ago.
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On February 4, Mr. President, in my
weekly report to the people of Michigan,
I pointed out some of the underlying
facts in this situation, and laid the blame
on the doorstep of an international news-
paper cartel which experts seem to think
is manipulating prices for its own bene-
fit. A distinguished Michigan news-
paper, the Dearborn Independent, re-
printed the newsletter in the form of an
editorial. This is most gratifying, for it
carries the assurance that efforts to
identify the offenders are meeting with
approval at home. Furthermore, it
serves the laudable purpose of bringing
the newsprint situation to the attention
of a wider audience.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the editorial from the Dearborn
Independent of February 8, 1957, be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

*“Here you are, son,” the man smiled as he
tossed a nickel on the stand and picked up
his daily paper.

“Sorry, mister,” the boy replied, “it's 7
cents.”

The man's smile faded. And with good rea-
son, for the cost of newspapers everywhere is
rising. It is happening in the big citles and
spreading to the smaller communities. And
as this occurs, it raises a very important ques-
tion: Are you, the newspaper reader, trapped
in the meshes of a cartel? Is the small-busi-
ness man who must advertise to live—is the
newspaper publisher himself—trapped in the
same web?

The price of newsprint, which represents
one-fourth of the cost of publishing a paper,
has skyrocketed in the past few decades.
Now comes a new Increase of $4 per ton,
bringing newsprint costs to an all-time peak.

Advertisers once paid nominal rates for ad-
vertising. But now, rates have climbed stead-
ily to a point where small-business men find
it difficult to advertise at all.

The publisher suffers, too. Back in 10486,
newsprint cost $67 per ton. Last year, it
was $130 per ton. Such increases are forcing
many newspapers out of business, causing
some advertisers to stop advertising, and
making John Q. Citizen pay more for his
paper.

Naturally, the cost of manufacturing those
bulky rolls of paper has gone up during the
passing years. But production costs are way
out of line compared to selling prices. For
example, in 1946, it cost the mill $44 to
produce one ton of newsprint. Now, it costs
§76. Freight charges have risen only $9 per
ton in the last 10 years. In other words,
manufacturing costs rose $41 per ton. But
the selling price rose $63 per ton. All told,
since 1933, the price of newsprint has zoomed
by 325 percent.

That brings up the subject of profits.
The St. Lawrence Corp. showed a 58.7 per-
cent increase in profits for 1955 over 1954.
Other companies had profits ranging from
20 percent to 45 percent for 1955 over 1954.
When the new $4-per-ton increase becomes
effective on March 1, chances are that profits
will soar again. American publishers will be
paying $23 million more than they did last
year for the very same product. And in
the end, the individual newspaper reader
picks up the tab.

Incidentally, these price boosts always fol-
low the same pattern. One newsprint manu-
facturer announces an Increase and imme-
diately the other producers follow suit with
an identical price hike.

Is this a cartel fixing prices and restrict-
ing trade? It certainly looks that way and
I've called for a Senate investigation. Probes
of this kind have occurred before in the
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newsprint industry in 1917, 1927, 1930, 1047
and 1951. Last week, on the Senate floor, I
traced the long history of indictments in the
background of this latest price hike. It
may take international cooperation to get at
the bottom of this—for 756 to B0 percent of
our newsprint comes from Canada—but we
intend to see that the offenders are identified
and prosecuted.

CuArLEs E. PoTTER,

United States Senator,

PROMOTION OF PEACE AND STABIL-
ITY IN THE MIDDLE EAST

The Senate resumed the considera-
tion of the joint resolution (S. J. Res.
19) to authorize the President to under-
take economic and military cooperation
with nations in the general area of the
Middle East in order to assist in the
strengthening and defense of their inde-
pendence.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I favor
the Mideast Resolution, and support the
policy of the President as submitted to
the Congress. I helieve that the resolu-
tion is all-important if the problems of
the Mideast are to be solved, and that
it marks a beginning in the firm recog-
nition by the United States that leader-
ship on Mid-East policy is not alone nec-
essary within the United Nations, but
also is necessary outside the United Na-
tions, in order to deal with the major
problems of this area, so critical to inter-
national peace.

Yesterday I listened to much of the
debate upon this question, and I heard
the protestations of the opponents of the
pending joint resolution, partially based
upon the number of things which we
have to do in our own country in the
development of our own resources.
When I was in the other body, I think I
voted for and advocated actively as many
measures for the development of the
natural resources of our country as did
most other Members, perhaps as much
as any other Member; but it struck me
that the protests made against the pend-
ing joint resolution were directed to the
state of the world, rather than to the
state of our own country.

What we in the United States should
understand is that we are dealing with
abysmally low standards of living in the
Mideast, generally lower than anything
we can imagine, let alone so much worse
than obtain in our own country as to
be hardly comparable. Without in any
way wishing to consider ourselves to be
do-gooders—though I do not see why
that would be considered invidious—it is
a fact that the Soviet Union is competing
with us, especially for the support of the
people of the underdeveloped areas. We
should know that if the largely uncom-
mitted 1,200,000,000 people of the under-
developed areas fall under the domina-
tion of the Soviet Union instead of being
free, then our days could well be num-
bered. The Soviet mounts, in this
competition, force plus fanaticism while
we juxtapose productive power plus faith
in human worth and dignity.

Unless we evidence in world affairs,
the strength we possess, then we shall
have yielded the field to the other side,
with results which could be fatal.

One further point which has come
into the discussion is the urgency of the
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Mideast Resolution. It is my deep con-
viction that the resolution is urgent.
Very properly and necessarily, time has
been taken in a discussion of the reso-
lution, but there is no reason for ex-
tending the time beyond that required
to permit adequate debate and consider-
ation. I am convinced the resolution
is not only sound, but urgently needed,
and for the reasons which I shall now
submit.

Tension in the Mideast has been
brought to the boiling point right now,
not alone by the conditions, inherent
in it, of medieval standards of living,
health, sanitation, and social organiza-
tion, not alone by hostility to European
administering powers by the indigenous
peoples, explosive as are these forces, but
also by the fact that both of these ex-
plosive forces were manipulated by the
Soviet Union for the purpose of creat-
ing the greatest amount of discord, con-
fusion, hatred, and incitement to war
in the area right now. The fact that
the Soviet Union became a “big brother”
to Egypt and Syria made out of intense
nationalism a burning crisis and a dire
threat to international peace.

The fever-heat period of the Mideast
crisis began on September 27, 1955, when
Egypt announced the conclusion of an
agreement with Czechoslovakia to ex-
change Egyptian cotton for Czech arms.
It was followed on October 10 by Soviet
announcement that it was ready to give
the Arab countries any help they needed
“to carry out economic development
projects.” The years from 1953 to the
end of 1955 had marked a concentrated
effort by the Soviet Union to break into
the Mideast. Finally, when the agita-
tion of the Arab countries against the
Baghdad Pact was at ifts height, and
when Britain had withdrawn its forces
from the Suez base, pursuant to agree-
ment with Egypt—which we had a great
deal to do with bringing about—and was
preoccupied with its trouble in Cyprus,
the Soviet bloec struck, in the diplomatic
sense, by the arms deal with Egypt. The
culmination of this phase of intensive
Soviet effort at infiltration and disrup-
tion was realized on July 26, 1956, when
Egypt assumed full control of Suez Canal
operations and seized the assets of the
Suez Canal Co. It is the crisis set in
motion by the Suez seizure by Eypt which
we have since been in the process of
liquidating.

In short, the present grave threat in
the Mideast is not alone the result of
action of the Middle East countries, but
a result of the Soviet Union’s activities
which have aggravated the problems in
the Mideast counfries. Therefore any
measure by the United States setting
forth to meet the dangerous Soviet pol-
icies in the Middle East, is urgent in
character for the United States.

Under these circumstances it is im-
portant to note the size and consequence
of the military aspects of the Mideast
Resolution which is before the Senate.
It has been the pattern of operation of
the Communist bloe, particularly in un-
derdeveloped areas, to induce internal
subversion by external aggression and
coercion, either direct or indirect. This
was certainly the pattern in Indochina.
It was fried and failed against Burma,
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and it was the pattern in Korea. Going
back in history it was the pattern used
on Poland, Czechoslovakia, Rumania,
and Bulgaria. Hence, the military
phases of this resolution, by serving
notice upon the Communist bloc that
aggression or coercion by armed forces
will produce an immediate reaction from
us, would be insulating the area against
the most direct threat of hostility which
exists in it. With the states in the Mid-
east knowing that the Communist bloc
cannot intervene by force directly or in-
directly, or through “volunteers,” with-
out inveolving United States counter-
force, we restore our capability of deal-
ing with the situation in the Mideast
on the basis of the states and problems
indigenous to the region.

This does not mean that the Soviets
will not try to have their hand in every
situation, but so long as they cannot
use force without meeting similar force
from us, we deprive them of the great
advantage which they have in interna-
tional affairs in tense areas; the ad-
vantage of being able to order secret-
ly the use of force or to disguise its
use through “volunteers” or by some
other means which are not available to
a free nation like our own. The adop-
tion of this resolution, therefore, be-
comes a condition precedent to doing
anything really effective with respect to
the problems in the area, notably the
Arab-Israel conflict.

The real point about this resolu-
tion is the advance notice which it serves
on the Soviet bloe. I repeat that state-
ment. The real point of the resolution
is the advance notice which it serves
on the Soviet bloc. Surely, many Mem-
bers have said, and we all understand,
that Congress can declare war; but who
wants that? This resolution is a new
technique in the effort to prevent war.
That is what we must understand about
it. This technique began with the For-
mosa Resolution.

In the Formosa Resolution we served
notice that, at the invitation of our
friends, we would react to force by the
use of force. In this particular case we
serve notice that, if invited, we will exert
force against force. This is a different
type, but it is the same answer. It is a
new technigue in American policy. It is
not a declaration of war; nor are we
waiting for a situation to arise when it
would be the prerogative of Congress to
declare war. - It is advance notice that
we will combat force with force. In that
respect I think it is a new technique in
meeting Communist techniques which
present us with a new situation, and one
which the Senate should adopt.

One other point is essential. The
masses of people in the Mideast outside
of Israel live under such depressed eco-
nomic conditions now, and so low is the
standard of literacy, that psychological
influences, especially as expressed
through its popular leaders, like Colonel
Nasser, have a disproportionate effect
compared with the situation in our own
generally literate society. One of the
basic aspects of this psychology is the
desire on the part of both the leadership
and the masses to be with the winner.
By decisively ruling out the possibility
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of Soviet intervention with force in the
Mideast and exercising, upon the highest
level, authority which indicates our de-
termination not to be on the losing side
in this area, we speak in language which
is unmistakable and understandable to
the masses as well as to their leaders and
realize an important gain, already.

It has been said that the resolution
settles nothing, and that the major con-
fiict in the Mideast area, the Arab-Israel
strugegle, remains unaffected by it. The
essential purpose of the Mideast Resolu-
tion is well-stated on page 5 of the com-
mittee report:

But the authority granted by this resolu-
tion is essential to provide an atmosphere in
which other measures can be brought to
bear, and to provide time for those other
measures to be effective.

To effectively implement this resolu-
tion and to take advantage of the time
opportunity which it gives to us, it will
be essentia] for our Government to de-
velop an effective policy to settle the
Arab-Israel confiict. It is already ap-
parent that this conflict cannot be dealt
with solely within the United Nations, as
the United Nations does not have ade-
quate powers or forces for the purpose.

I should like to take a few minutes to
address myself to what must be an effort
to resolve that conflict.

Extremely desirable as it is to bring
about recognition by the Arab States
that Israel exists, and peace negotiations
with Israel, and vital as this is not only
to the peace but to the development of
the whole area, I deeply feel—and I have
been there recently—it does not seem
attainable under present circumstances.
What we need to do, therefore, is to as-
sure Israel of its essential rights as a
state, while at one and the same time we
adopt policies which will be most con-
ducive to stability of the area and offer
the best chance for ultimate peace.

The first priority in this would appear
to me to require accounting of Egypt’s
responsibility to the free world; for too
long Colonel Nasser and his predecessor,
General Naguib, have been allowed to
evade such responsibility. This respon-
sibility includes guaranties for interna-
tional transit, including the ships of
Great Britain, France, and Israel,
through the Suez Canal in compliance
with the six principles adopted by the
United Nations Security Council on Oc-
tober 1956—principles in which Egypt
concurred—assurance of transit of in-
ternational shipping, including the ships
of Israel, for peaceful commerce through
all international waterways in which
Egypt has any part, including both the
Gulf of Agaba and the Suez Canal. If
also requires cessation of violations of
the armistice agreement with Israel,
negotiated in 1949 under United Nations
auspices. Further, it requires the cessa-
tion of governmental organization of
guerrilla raids, largely from Egypt, upon
the territory of Israel.

It requires also—and in this, too, the
free world has a vital interest—the ces-
sation of Egypt's agitation throughout
north and central Africa; indeed,
through all the Moslem countries against
the free world, with Egypt acting, in
effect, as a tool of the Communists.



2596

Finally, it requires Egypt to quit block-
ing the resettlement of the Palestine-
Arab refugees. There are grounds for
optimism—and to me this is perhaps the
most significant of recent develop-
ments—that our Government is now be-
ginning to recognize the need for call-
ing Egypt to task as to its international
responsibilities, and is preparing to do
it. No less than clearance of the Suez
Canal and an end to Egypt-Israel hos-
tilities wait on it.

The “fedayeen” or guerrilla raids,
openly backed and organized by Egypt
in the Gaza Strip and in the Sinai Deser_t.
represent a clear violation of the armi-
stice agreement with Israel, negotiated
in 1949 under U. N. auspices. With the
armistice agreement violated a vacuum
is created which calls for administra-
tion of the Gaza Strip by the United Na-
tions in the absence of some new agree=
ment between Israel and Egypt. Also, I
believe our Government should spell out
such raids as being contrary to the guar-
anties of the three-power declaration of
May 1950, entered into by the United
States, the United Kingdom, and France,
which guaranteed the armistice borders
between Israel and the Arab States.

I point out that there is adequate pre-
cedent for calling upon the United Na-
tions to administer the Gaza Strip, and
perhaps, as a first step, sending a United
Nations commission there to ascertain
exactly what will be the situation when
Israel’s forces withdraw and the United
Nations emergency force steps in.

A similar situation existed in the case
of Libya. Under the Italian peace trea-
ty of 1947, Italy renounced all claim to
her former colony, Libya. Its fate, ac=
cording to that peace treaty, was to be
determined within one year, that is, by
1948, by the United States, Britain,
France, and Russia. When those four
failed to agree upon a solution, as they
did, the United States took the problem
before the United Nations in 1949, and
that organization handled it completely
from then on, and, indeed, brought about
the independence of Libya.

I respectfully submit that that is al-
most an exact precedent for a situation
in which an armistice agreement, nego-
tiated under United Nations auspices,
has broken down, leaving a vacuum,
which should now be filled by United Na-
tions administration. The first step is
the appointment of a United Nations
Commission to ascertain just what the
United Nations ought to do, and how it
ought to handle the problem.

I spoke of action outside the United
Nations. It seems to me that we have
many areas for action which could be
very helpful. For example, we should of-
fer to join, at the request of the U. N., in
a naval patrol to secure freedom of inter-
national shipping through the Gulf of
Agaba. That is the Canadian proposal,
put forward by Lester Pearson, Canada’s
delegate to the United Nations. Also, we
should offer fo aid the U. N. in establish-
ing its civil administration in the Gaza
Strip. It may require money. It may re-
quire some logistical support, in the way
of shipping. All these things we have
made available in the past to facilitate
United Nations action; and it certainly
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is desirable that a similar course be fol-
lowed in this instance.

Finally, upon withdrawal of Israels
forces, we should support the entry into
the Sharem-el-Sheikh area bordering
the Gulf of Agaba and into the Gaza
Strip of the United Nations Emergency
Force, to remain there until the U. N.
mission, the maintenance of peace, is
accomplished, and the forces of Israel
should accordingly withdraw.

Everyone agrees that the United Na-
tions Emergency Force ought to step in
when the Israeli forces move out; and
there is a pretty grave question as to
whether they should remain there until
their mission is accomplished—namely,
pacification of the area—or whether they
are subject to being ousted whenever
Egypt says they should go.

It seems to me that we ought to sup-
port the idea of the United Nations
force remaining until such time as its
mission is accomplished. If the United
Nations is to deal with international
brigandage and vioclations of interna-
tional agreements, it will have to do so
on someone’s territory. Every piece of
the world, for practical purposes, is
owned by someone. So we had better
make the determination now, that when
the United Nations acts under the char-
ter with the necessary authority it is
acting in behalf of the people of the
world. Therefore, to that extent, in the
maintenance of international peace there
must be some understanding of rights on
the part of particular people in a par-
ticular country being recognized within
the context of the right of the world
to maintain peace. Such actions re-
quire United Nations resolutions.

Here I come to a very critical phase of
the situation. Only yesterday we were
told by the press that the Ambassador of
Israel had conferred with the Secretary
General of the United Nations presum-
ably about U. N, resolutions dealing with
Agaba and Gaza. I suppose the ques-
tion will be asked, “Suppose the resolu-
tion does not pass. What then?” Then
the situation will be stalemated, while
negotiations continue under the impasse.
Such a stalemate is certainly to be pre-
ferred over the imposition of sanctions
on Israel, sanctions which, it seems to
me pretty clearly, now are unpopular in
the United States, and, indeed, in the
United Nations, as tending to make the
United Nations an instrument of one-
sided action. Indeed, Mr. President, it
seems to me that sufficient progress has
been made by now so that perhaps our
Secretary of State could say that nego-
tiations have proceeded to the point
where sanctions are no longer being con-
sidered and thereby clear the air even
further. .

Mr. President, we must get over the
idea that the United Nations can do
everything, or that we must always be
lined up with a two-thirds majority
there, right or wrong. We need not help
make the two-thirds majority and should
in fact oppose it if we feel action is
wrong. Where the United Nations is
frustrated by the veto or has not the
powers or means to act it is necessary for
us to act outside the United Nations, at
least in part, as the Mideast Resolution
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itself shows. On occasion no action by
the United Nations is better than action
which is wrong or damaging to the
United Nations and to the prospects for
peace. Members of the United Nations
are bound only according to their
Charter obligations and by lawful United
Nation actions, not by United Nations in-
action or inability to act.

Mr. President, at this point I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp, at the conclusion of my re-
marks, a document entitled “United
States Foreign Policy and the United
Nations.” 1Itisa draftstudy prepared at
my request, and shows three alternative
situations.

It shows cases in which we have acted
outside the United Nations, cases involv-
ing international affairs in which we
have acted partially within the United
Nations and partially outside the United
Nations, and cases where we have acted
completely within the United Nations.
This study shows that at this stage in
the development of our international
policies, all three alternatives are essen-
tial to the maintenance and the pursuit
of our policy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1,)

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, another
one of the very grave problems which we
face in the Middle East area is the reset-
tlement of the Palestine-Arab refugees.
More than 900,000 are on the rolls of the
United Nations Relief and Works Agency,
financed to the extent of 90 percent of
the necessary budget by the United States
and Great Britain. Of the total num-
ber, it is estimated that only about two-
thirds, or 600,000, are truly Palestine-
Arab refugees in the sense that their
original homes were in the area which is
now Israel.

I had the privilege of seeing one of the
large refugee camps outside Gaza only 2
months ago. About one-third of the ref-
ugees are located in the Gaza Strip, and
the remainder are primarily in Jordan.

Subject to U, N. administration, it
should be possible to induce Palestine-
Arab refugees in the Gaza Strip to seek
resettlement, for the major barrier to-
ward such resettlement has been the in-
transigeance of the Arab host govern-
ments and their propaganda directed to-
ward the refugees, urging them not to be
resettled.

Indeed, Mr. President, some of the na-
tions in the Middle East themselves have
enormous capacity from the standpoint
of resettlement. For example, Iraq, in
the Tigris and Euphrates Valleys, has a
tremendous potential in that respect.

Once the way is cleared for the United
Nations in the Gaza Strip, it could under-
take to break the logjam by seeking re-
settlement projects through agreements
with nations having the capacity to ab-
sorb immigrants. That is the same plan
which worked satisfactorily in resettling
the displaced persons in Europe begin-
ning in 1948. The U. N. resolution passed
Friday last already contemplates such
independent U. N. activity to resettle the
Palestine-Arab refugees. In that way, at
long last, it would be possible to resettle
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the unhappy and unfortunate Arab-
Palestine refugees.

Also the U. N. could then open nego-
tiations with Israel for compensation to
these Palestine-Arab refugees for prop-
erty left in Israel, and for some repatri-
ation within Israel for those of them who
sincerely wish it, with due and careful
consideration to the requirements of
Israel's security and the reuniting of
families. I might say in this connection
that the Government of Israel has al-
ready shown its receptivity to that kind
of negotiation.

There is also involved in the compen-
sation question consideration for the
losses sustained by those of Jewish faith
who emigrated to Israel following their
expulsion by Arab States, including
Egypt, Iran, and Yemen, and the perse-
cution they endured, including the ap-
propriation of their property there with-
out any compensation.

An essential element of our Mideast
policy is what we are to do about eco-
nomic and technical assistance pro-
grams for the whole Middle East, and
how we can best bring to bear our re-
sources in a peaceful way as an element
of our policy of seeking area stability
and peace.

I have noted three major arguments
which have been made against the adop-
tion of the joint resolution. The first is
that a number of the countries of the
Middle East have very large resources
which they obtain from their oil reve-
nues, and therefore they ought to take
care of their own economic and techni-
cal assistance programs.

The second is that there is no specifie
plan contained in the joint resolution for
the spending of the $200 million, or ex-
actly how we are going to spend the
money.

The third argument is that perhaps
the aid will not be accepted by many of
the Arab countries of the Middle East,
and therefore will be of no use.

I should like to deal with each of these
arguments. I may say, incidentally, that
I am not new to this subject, as I
served as a member of the Committee on
Foreign Affairs in the House of Repre-
sentatives for 8 years during the forma-
tive years of both the Marshall plan and
the mutual-seeurity program. I have
had considerable experience with these
questions, which have been debated be-
fore with respect to this and other areas
of the world.

First, as to whether the nations of the
Middle East will accept the aid that is
offered to them, I think that question
refers to the fundamental prineiple in-
volved and to the fundamental question
of American policy in the Middle East.
I believe that policy ought to be to keep
the door open to all nations for partici-
pation in economic and technical assist-
ance efforts, and that we should not
deny any aid to any other State because
other nations refuse to accept it or resist
terms for their participation.

This, of course, applies to Israel. As
we know, there have been refusals in
the Mideast to accept our aid by nations
who stated that because they refused
aid, it automatically meant a veto on
giving aid to any other nation in the
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Middle East, and therefore Israel should
not receive aid either.

The aid which we give should be de-
signed, as is true in the Middle East Reso~-
lution, on a regional basis, and we should
contemplate constantly maximum joint
action among the nations affected. The
United States cannot always contem-
plate the fact that this area will remain
unsettled and divided. On the contrary,
we must look forward and beyond the
present difficulties to our ultimate ob-
jective.

The aid which we give should be di-
rected toward the maximum joint action
among the nations affected. Such joint
action is entirely practicable in the fields
of irrigation and flood control, highways,
regional development banks, power sys-
tems, education, public health, communi-
cations, immigration, and customs con-
trol. Aid should be programed in each
country with a view toward integrating
individual country plans into a regional
plan for the rest of the area at such
time as additional Arab States may join.
In this process, too, there should be em-
ployed the multilateral technical assist-
ance activities of the United Nations
whenever advisable.

In that respect I might say that we
have an automatic regulator with re-
spect to how much multilateral technical
assistance there should be through the
U. N., because we are the main support
of that activity, and it depends on our
appropriations as to how large or how
small it shall be.

Our appropriations amount to about
$17 million, in round figures, and we
spend about 8 to 9 times that amount
on our own technical assistance pro-
grams; so there is no great danger that
the United Nations technical assistance
program will run away with the ball.
We must have faith enough to believe
that men with full stomachs will choose
the freedom road. If we are to believe
that men, given a free choice, will choose
the Communist road, then we are in a
bad way, indeed. Therefore, Mr. Presi-
dent, much as I appreciate, together with
my colleagues, the pleasure of seeing the
tag “Made in the U. S. A.,” on everything
we do in the form of foreign aid, I do
not believe it is not nearly so vital as
doing the job in terms of getting results
in the form of peace and stability and
free choice on the part of people.

Examples of this cooperative approach,
or keeping the door open to it, which is
what I feel is the only thing we can do
and what we should and must do with
our economic and technical assistance,
are found in the Nile River Dam project
which too many people have forgotten as
being a cooperative project with the
Sudan and not solely a nroject of Egypt
itself. It seems tomc that at every stage
we must keep all the pipelines, the ends
of the road, the ends of the project, the
planning for the project, always open.
Though at the moment it may be neces-
sary to have a program apply to one
country in order to do the maximum job
possible in that country, it must always
be with the idea, in a decade or two,
of extending what is done in omne
area to the rest of the region. For this,
Mr. President, is a region. It has got to
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be treated as a region. That is true of
Israel as well as of every Arab State. I
think some Arab leaders are giving their
people the most misguided and mislead-
ing information that has ever been given
to them in preaching the end of Israel.

The impact upon the chronically de-
pressed Arab countries of modern, pro-
ductive, and fruitful Israel, with a vital
and funetioning representative govern-
ment controlled by the people under free
institutions like our own must not
be underestimated. Ultimately, Israel's
achievements in the utilization of nat-
ural resources, in agricultural and in
urban development, education, health,
communications, and science will prove
to be a model for the Arab world and the
decisive factor in the modernization of
the Near East and the defeat of the Com=
munist threat to it. Therefore, Mr.
President, Israel represents a pilot plant
of what we are trying to do in terms of
economiec development in the entire area.

Mr. President, I now wish to take up
another of the objections, and that is the
objection that an Arab country with oil
resources, like Saudi Arabia, should do
its own developing. It is true that some
Arab nations have large revenues from
oil, and it is also true that often only
small amounts of those revenues are
spent for education and reconstruction
purposes. These are the facts of life;
and if we could afford to wait decades
until such time as the situation were
changed and improved by the internal
determination of the people themselves,
that would be a very fine idea. But we
cannot wait, because we are not alone in
the world. We have a big, tough, mean,
and often angry, duplicitious, and con-
stantly cunning competitor who chal-
lenges us at every step, who is deligchted
to let people of the Mideast area remain
benighted because some governments
will not look after their own. The So-
viets are trying to accomplish the com-
munization of the world. Therefore, we
cannot wait. We must ourselves en-
courage projects in Saudi Arabia and in
other countries by being willing to put up
some seed money. We are trying to
arouse a demand on the part of the
people in those countries and bring
about, sooner or later, the development
of those countries which is so essential
to—whose security? To our security.
We are the most productive of the free
nations. We are looking after our own
security which is decisively linked with
the security of the whole free world.

The reason why there are no specific
projects today, the reason we are talking
about $200 million instead of $2 billion—
which is what it would take to complete
some of these development jobs in those
areas of the world—is so we can go forth
with money and put it to the best use,
because it can be used for the purpose of
encouraging others to spend their money
and arousing a public appetite for
achievement not only by us, but by th
in their own country. :

Mr. President, that is the fundamental
basis which underlies the question. I
am rather interested that on the part of
some of the strongest opponents of this
particular phase of the resolution there
is not some recognition of the fact that



12598

we have to proceed—within the consti-
tutional limits of our society—and not
tell the other side everything we are go-
ing to do in the greatest detail.

I was deeply interested in the fact that
my very distinguished friend, the sen-
jor Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morsgl
for whom I have great admiration and
respect, placed in the CONGRESSIONAL
REecorp yesterday an article by George
Sokolsky of which he approved. He
said it looked to him like a fine exposi-
tion of an important idea. The article
begins with the following statement:

Soviet Russia has only one advantage over
the United States and it is a tremendous one.
The Russians can formulate a program of ac-
tion based on a design for achievement and
can put behind it all the resources of govern-
ment. This the United States has not been
able to do since John Hay was Secrelary oi
State.

In other words, Mr. President, we have
to find some way within our constitu-
tional framework to give ourselves some
of the advantages of not telegraphing
every punch we are going to throw. The
only way we can do it sometimes is by
limiting what the Executive can spend,
as we are doing here, to $200 million, and
giving the Executive the opportunity to
spend it in the way in which it will do
the most good.

A tremendous opportunity exists in this
Mideast area in the utilization of pri-
vate United States business, trade asso-
ciations, professional, missionary, vet-
erans and civic organizations, as well as
institutions of learning, for the inter-
change of ideas and for the extension of
their activities on an international basis,
through the Middle East. This can re-
sult in the interchange of ideas and ex-
perience and the development of codes
of good practice and conduct. Begin-
nings have already been made in the
activities of certain professional engi-
neering societies in some Middle East
countries and in the activities of the In=
ternational Bar Association, but the sur-
face has hardly been scratched. In our
aid programs, and bearing in mind the
low living standards which we are seek-
ing to raise, and the medieval society
which we are seeking to affect, our aid
should be on the simple level, touching
the daily lives of the people, increasing
their individual productivity, and re-
lieving them of immediate hardships.
This is the case to begin with.

My wife and I visited India only 2
months ago and saw with the deepest
interest the so-called village-develop-
ment program there, which is on a vil-
lage level in the most elementary terms
of a sheet-iron stovepipe to take out of
a home the odor which is caused by
cooking on a small, open fire. Little
things like that are coming directly home
to the people in the villages and are
helping to transform the lives of the
people right at their own fireside.

We should be wary of additional capi-
tal in the hands of leaders in some coun-
tries not yet concerned with social justice
in the use of national resources, both
public and private, as additional capital
employed in this way in major projects
may only widen the gulf between the
very rich and the very poor, since there
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is no middle class, by and large, in the
great majority of the Mideast countries.
© So, in developing our projects, I sug-
gest, as word of caution and advice, that
an effort should be made to develop proj-
ects which are the closest and most dear
to the individual family and the indi-
vidual village.

Finally, in dealing with the Middle
East, we need to have clearly defined our
understanding of the governmental situ-
ation in extending aid and operating un-
der the resolution. Turkey, Iran, Iraq,
Syria, Lebanon, and Egypt have basic
governmental organizations and spe-
cialized functional agencies needed to
correlate with our programs for eco-
nomic and social development. Egypt,
however, although it is equipped with
such a basic governmental organization,
now finds its Government in the hands
of Colonel Nasser and his group, who
exploit, as they have quite clearly shown,
anything done with them for the pur-
poses of their own power, and xXeno-
phobia at the very least, and on occasion
as Communist tools, as well, as we have
already seen from experience.

We are, in the Middle East, in an area
of great conflict with regard to self-
determination by peoples in various
stages of nationhood. This aspect has
some fundamental principles which need
to be laid down, and which require our
attention.

For one, the responsibility in the
United Nations to maintain interna-
tional peace must be considered as para-
mount. I expressed my views on that
point a little while ago, in reference to
the right of the United Nations to en-
deavor to maintain peace although it
may affect the individual territory of
any particular members.

Thus in the situation between Egypt
and Israel, where the fomenting by
Egypt of fedayeen raids was a direct
cause of the outbreak of hostilities on
October 29, 1956, the obligation existed
on the part of the United Nations once
it stepped into the situation to supress
this brigandage. Obviously, an event of
this kind can only take place on the ter-
ritory of someone. Accepting, therefore,
a self-imposed condition that the United
Nations Emergency Force could only re=-
main in Egypt with Egypt’s permission,
was accepting a control of the United
Nations efforts for the maintenance of
international peace which threatened
constantly to completely defeat it, and
weakened and debilitated it at every
stage.

Second, the right of self-determina-
tion which we honor so rightly must
nevertheless exist within the context of
other rights pertaining to other peoples.
It does not stand alone. Also, it carries
responsibilities implicit in the concept
of nationhood, and these require a people
who would attain nationhood to insure
political, social, and economic viability
in a modern world and to guarantee free-
dom from subjugation of its people to
communism or any other hostile ism, as
well as the ability to maintain free insti-
tutions among them.

These are inalienable rights, which
must be dealt with in the context also
of the other inalienable rights of man-
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kind. These are the rights of peaceand
freedom, which all mankind must enjoy.

Our concept of our foreign policy lead-
ership and responsibility is certainly
maturing, and the pending resolution
marks the further development and ma-
turity of it. In the Formosa resolution,
which preceded it, we responded to an
urgent call from a close friend and
valued ally whose security was im-
minently threatened. In the Mideast
resolution we see chaotic and incendiary
situation imminently dangerous to in-
ternational peace, and we offer our re-
sources and our leadership for the solu-
tion of the problem at one and the same
time that we serve notice that we will
not tolerate the subjugation of a region
by force and coercion or infiltration, so
far as the Communist bloe is concerned.
Our devotion to the United Nations and
our operations within the United Na-
tions context, subject to our charter ob-
ligations, complete the developing con-
cept of United States foreign policy lead-
ership. The emphasis now needs to be
upon the affirmative in resolving practi-
cal questions like Agaba and Gaza, like
those which we now face in endeavoring
to resolve the Egypt-Israel difficulty;
and in mounting our own offensive
against communism essentially by the
exercise of our productive power and
technical genius, and the expression of
our moral ideology and belief in human
dignity and freedom. The Middle East
resolution opens this road to us in the
critical and strategic Middle East region.

Mr. President, I think the Middle East
resolution represents a step along the
road to responsibility and maturity of
leadership on the part of the United
States. What is made of it will depend

. not only upon the President of the United

States and his Cabinet officers; it will
depend also upon the Members of the
Senate, and upon our taking advantage
of the opportunities which the resolu-
tion affords us to have some influence
construetively upon the foreign policy of
our country. The same is true of our
great sister body, having equal powers,
at the other end of the Capitol.

In short, Mr. President, the United
States is growing up and is establishing
and accepting a responsibility which is
compatible with our power in the world.
This is a good thing. It requires some-
what more flexibility and somewhat less
restraint from the exact and precise
rules and regulations in which we have
heretofore allowed ourselves to indulge.

But, Mr. President, this responsibility
is demanded of us, not by any ideas we
have as to how great or how wise we are,
but by the intense, the grim, the mortal
competition which we face from the So-
viet Union.

In all the arguments and discussions,
let us not forget that there is only one
end and aim of the Soviet Union, namely,
the subjugation and the destruction of
every value we hold dear. No matter
how many smiles there are to disguise it,
that is the fundamental proposition.
Hence, the competition with the Soviet
Union is real and final. So we must act
in a spirit of awareness if we are to be
effective, if we are to serve. That is the
mission for which I deeply believe the
Lord put us on earth.
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ExaisrrT 1

UnITED STATES FOREIGN POLICY AND THE
UnTTED NATIONS

This paper examines the use which the
United States has made of the United Na-
tions in attaining the objectives of its for-
eign policy. The United Nations is in
essence a permanent conference of the na-
tion states who are its members. As such
its powers are basically those of an inter-
national conference, that is, action by the
U. N. can only be accomplished by the power
of the states that compose it. In some
instances the United States has made no use
of the instrumentality of the U. N., but has
exerted its power and influence entirely
through alternative channels of diplomacy.
In other instances we have used the U. N. in
conjunction with these other channels.
Finally, there have been a few problems
where the United States has found that the
exclusive use of the U. N. offered the best
possibility of successfully attaining our
policy goals. :

At tab A is a discussion of those cases in
which no use has been made of the United
Nations. In general these are cases involv-
ing regional security in Europe or southeast
Asia. The U. N. is by nature not designed
to deal with problems of regional security.
Both NATO and SEATO are primarily meant
to deter or meet Soviet aggression thus
making it impossible for them to come
within an organization like the U. N. which
includes the potential enemy. The wars in
China and Indochina were also dealt with
exclusively outside the U. N. as they were
matters of domestic jurisdiction and there
seemed no desire on the part of even China
and France to involve the U. N. in the
situations.

Instances when the United States has uti-
lized the services of the U. N, in addition to
other means are discussed at Tab B. These
include such cases as the fate of Trieste,
Indonesia, the Berlin blockade, the Greek
border incidents, the presence of Soviet
troops in Iran, and the attack on the Re-
public of Korea. In some of these cases the
United States utilized the U. N. in a merely
perfunctory way while in others the bulk
of United States energies were exerted under
the sanction of U. N. resolutions and recom-
mendations. Sometimes the role of the U. N.
was to make known to the world the reality
and extent of Soviet-bloc guilt for the
threat to the peace. In others, the U. N.
provided a means of séttling a difficult prob-
lem within the free world in a way that
prevented an extension of Soviet power into
the area. In the case of Korea, the U. N. was
used to establish objectively the fact of Com-
munist aggression, to give international
sanction to the military résponse of the
United States and increase the number of
nations supporting our fighting forces in a
material fashion.

There have been a very few problems in
world politics since the end of World War II
that the United States has sought to resolve
almost exclusively through the use of the
United Nations. Those that seem to fall
into this category are discussed at Tab C.
They include the independence of Libya and
Palestine, and the problems concerned with
the control or reduction of armaments. Each
of these situations has been so different it is
impossible to generalize upon them in this
introduction, except to say that at the time
the United States Government of the day
apparently felt that American interests
could be more thoroughly realized by use of
the U. N. than by any other possible diplo-
matic means,

The results of this study indicate clearly
that the United States has made substantial
use of the United Nations as an instrument
through which to realize its foreign policy
goals. However, it has never felt itself re-
stricted to using only the U. N. When
United States interests could not be served
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by use of this general international organ-
izatlon it was not used at all. In each situ-
ation it has been necessary to decide if the
nature of the U. N,, its current membership,
the nature of the problem, and so forth,
were such that it would be worthwhile to
exert our influence through the U. N. in
attempting to resolve the question. When
the circumstances that made the U. N. highly
useful in handling a particular problem at
one stage of its development have signi-
ficantly changed, then it would clearly not be
logical for the United States to continue to
seek the solution of that particular problem
exclusively through the U. N.

A. MAJOR UNITED STATES FOREIGN POLICY PROB=-
LEMS DEALT WITH LARGELY OUTSIDE THE
UNITED NATIONS

The United Nations has not been found
significant in assisting the United States in
the attainment of its policy goals with ref-
erence to developing adequate economic and
military security in Europe and Asia or in
dealing with the war in Indochina or the
Communist takeover of power in China.

After the great damage wrought by World
War II, extensive economic assistance was
necessary if Western Europe was to again
become economically viable. The United
Nations did not possess the funds necessary
to do this. But almost from the beginning of
the United States ald programs to Europe
there was the second aspect of bullding the
military defenses of the countries against
possible Soviet aggression. When tension be-
tween Russia and the United States increased,
economic aid to Europe became important
in preventing Communist subversion and
political victory at the polls, The North At-
lantic Treaty and the program of military
ald to Europe were of the utmost importance
to the United States. They had nothing to
do with the United Nations, despite the fact
that NATO was justified under the terms of
article 51 of the United Nations Charter.

It would not have been possible to accom=-
plish through the U. N. the goals of rebuild-
ing Europe economically and militarily to
meet the threats of Communist subversion
and overt aggression by the Soviet Union.
The U. N. lacked the massive economic re-
sources that were required. But more im-
portantly, the U. N. contained the potential
enemy, the Soviet Union. She would hardly
have facilitated the development of West
European internal strength against Commu-
nist subversion. It was hardly possible to
make the U. N. a defensive military alliance
of some members against an attack by other
members of the same alliance. Also, an ef-
fective alliance required closer cooperation
and integration of planning and armed
forces than would be possible through a
loose, general, almost worldwide organization
like the U, N. Thus, the United Nations was
irrelevant here by virtue of its very nature,
its lack of resources, and inappropriateness
of the members that composed it.

For much the same reasons the U. N. has
been of no significance in developing mili-
tary security in southeast Asla. The devel-
opment of military security in that area is
considered an extremely divisive program by
many of the nations in the area. Thus it
would not even have been possible to obtain
a Security Council or General Assembly rec-
ommendation in favor of the formation of
something like the Southeast Asia Treaty
Organization. Many of the states in that
part of the world seek to avold alining them-
selves with either the United States or the
Soviet Union for a variety of reasons. Again,
of course, at least one of the potential ene-
mies, Russia, was included in the United
Nations and the representatives of the other,
Communist China, were knocking at the
door seeking to have their representative
seated. Russia has called both NATO and
SEATO threats to world peace and signs of
United States imperialism around the world.
SEATO, which is, of course, much looser and
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less fully developed than NATO, is also sup-
plemented by many unilateral United States
commitments of military and other forms of
ald to the member states.

The control of the Nationalist Government
of China over the Chinese mainland was

‘gradually whittled away until it now exer-
' gises sovereignty only on the island of Taiwan

(Formosa). This matter was not considered
by the United Nations. To the extent that
the United States was able to fortify the
Nationalist Government in its fight against
the Communists the United States chose to
do so by direct military ald and other forms
of assistance. The United Nations is not de-
signed to deal with internal problems such
as a civil war. The change of government in
China has come before the U. N. primarily
in the form of a contest between the two
governments for China's seat in the United
Nations. The United States and some other
members have sought to prevent the organi-
zation from accepting the credentials of the
representatives of the Communist govern-
ment.

The United Nations played no role in the
long war which France waged against the
independence movement in Indochina. This
was a problem for United States foreign
policy because of our desire to prevent the
spread of Communist control in the world
and our reluctance to oppose independence
movements. France bore the problem alone
except for extensive United States military
and economic ald directly to France which
she was able to divert to support her forces
fighting in Indochina. Again, this was
treated as an internal question which logi-
cally could not come before the United
Nations.

B. MAJOR UNITED STATES FOREIGN-POLICY PROB=
LEMS DEALT WITH BOTH THROUGH THE U. N.
AND OTHER DIPLOMATIC MEANS

There have been a number of instances
since 1945 when the United States has felt
its foreign-policy objectives could best be
realized by using a combination of several
resources of diplomacy, including the United
Nations. In some cases the U. N. was the
major channel utilized and only supple-
mented in part by other means. In others,
the U. N. was used less significantly. The
following are included here: The Trieste
problem, Indonesian independence, the Ber=
lin blockade, the Greek border incidents, the
presence of Soviet troops in Iran, and the
invasion of the Republic of Korea,

The free territory of Trieste was created by
the Italian Peace Treaty of 1947. It was to
be under the special protection of the United
Nations Security Counecil, which was also
supposed to name a governor for the ter-
ritory. Great power differences prevented
the Council from even naming a governor
for this tense area claimed by Italy and
Yugoslavia. This would have helped set-
tle the problem and perhaps hurt Yugo-
slavia’s chances to gain additional sections
of Trieste. Early in 1948, prior to the Ital-
ian elections and the defection of Yugoslavia
from the Sovlet bloe, the United States, Brit-
ain, and France declared all the territory
should be returned to Italy and the peace
treaty so amended. The U. N. ceased to
play any role in the issue. After Yugo-
slavia’s defection from the Soviet bloc the
problem became essentially one within the
free world which the United States there-
fore sought to settle on its merits and in
a manner that would be least upsetting to
good Italo-Yugoslavian relations. The United
States then wurged direct negotiations be-
tween the two contestants and finally an
agreement was reached in 1954. Thus, the
role of the U. N. in the Trieste case was
perfunctory. - At first the United States
sought to use it to keep more of Trieste from
falling under Soviet (Yugoslav) control and
later worked for direct negotiations to settle
the issue when it was clear the U. N. would
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niot be useful in achleving a worthwhile set-
tlement.

In the Indonesian situation the United
Nations served magnificently as a means of
resolving a difficult problem within the free
world that was a problem for the United
States because of the great power role it
played. The essential job of the U. N. here
was to provide an acceptable third party to
usher the Republic of Indonesia (1949) into
inevitable independence without increasing
Boviet Influence there as the Dutch power
was withdrawn. In this situation the U. N.
was useful in its own right as a mediator
and a means of providing some pressure on
the Netherlands to agree to Indonesian inde-
pendence. The United States faced some-
thing of a dilemma because the Netherlands
was our ally in the Marshall Plan and at the
same time the United States wanted to win
the approval of the Asian nations. The
United States sought the independence of
Indonesia outside the U. N. as well as inside
the organization. Ome of the decisive fac-
tors in final Dutch agreement was the with-
drawal of United States Marshall plan aid
that was slated to be used in Indonesia.
‘Without United States pressure on the Neth-
erlands it is dubious whether the U. N. would
have been successful. Without the U, N.,
it would have been much more difficult to
pacify the situation and hammer out a
workable agreement at the same time pre-
venting the active intervention of the Soviet
Union.

The Berlin blockade, however, is another
instance in which the role of the U. N. was
only formal and did not contribute to the
substantive solution of the problem. When
in 1948 the U. 8. 8. R. refused to permit
trucks and trains to pass through her part
of Germany in order to reach Berlin, the
United States responded with the airlift that
kept the city of Berlin supplied with the
basic necessities. The Soviet Union wvetoed
a Security Council resolution that the block-
ade should be lifted colncident with a set-
tlement of a related currency problem in
Berlin. Later the United States delegate,
Mr. Philip Jessup, and the Soviet delegate,
Mr. Jacob Malik, met in the corridors of the
U. N. and more or less agreed on a settlement
that had been hinted at earlier in the Soviet
press. Thus, the U. N. helped focus world
attention on the issue, provided the physical
setting for an agreement and the dalily avail-
ability of the diplomats concerned. But the
U. N. did not in any way settle the problem
itself. The U. S. S. R. had created a situa-
tion by which it hoped to force the United
States and the other Western Powers to
withdraw from Berlin. The only alternative
seemed to be for the West to accept the con-
sequences of starting a general European
war to preserve their stake in Germany. The
Berlin airlift provided a solution that evaded
either alternative and made it necessary for
the Soviet Union either to back down or itself
start the big war to force back Western
power in Germany. Russia ended the block-
ade. Thus, the U. N. played a significant,
if small role.

In the case of the Greek border incidents
(1946-48) the United States sought to pre-
vent the conquest of the Greek Government
by Communist guerrilla forces supported by
Yugoslavia, Albania, and Bulgaria. The
major factors in accompl this goal
were the Truman doctrine of United States
ald to Greece, the stationing of the United
States Sixth Fleet In close proximity to
Greece, the defection of Yugoslavia from the
Soviet bloe, and the role played by the
United Nations. Undoubtedly, a Communist
takeover could have been prevented without
the participation of the U. N., but the in-
ternational organization served the purposes
of providing internationally acceptable ob=-
jeetive accounts of aggression from Yugo-
slavia and to a lesser extent from Albania
and Bulgaria.
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It also provided a greater measure of in-
ternational support for the United States ald
program to defend the Greek Government.
The U. N. provided this added support be-
cause the membership of the international
organization at that time was such that
& clear majority could be obtained to adopt a
position against the military expansion of
Soviet influence in Europe.

One of the earliest cases to come before
the U. N. SBecurity Council was the com-
plaint of Iran that Russia was interfering in
her internal affairs by refusing to withdraw
troops stationed there during the war. The
United States, Britain, and Russia had agreed
at the Teheran Conference that all troops
would be withdrawn from Iran within 6
months after the end of the war. The
Western Powers were vitally interested in
securing the drawback of Soviet troops to
preclude an increase of Soviet influence and
control in the Middle East. The United
States took a strong public stand in favor of
the Iranian position In its complaint to the
U. N. It is also reliably reported that the
United States expressed itself very strongly
to the U. 8. 5. R. in private. The Soviet
troops were quickly removed from Iran. In
this case the U. N. served the purpose of
notifying the world of Soviet attempts to
extend its position in the Middle East. This
focusing of attention had some effect, but
most observers agree that the vigorous re-
sponse by the United States both inside and
outside the U. N. was the key factor in forc-
ing Soviet withdrawal. The Soviets did not
want fo have a showdown with the United
States so soon after the end of World War II,

The invasion of the Republic of Korea
is the final and perhaps most important in-
stance to be noted in which the United States
pursued the goals of its foreign policy con-
currently within and outside the United
Nations. Here was the first example of an
attempt to extend Chinese-Russian domina-
tion by overt armed aggression. It was thus
a direct challenge to the United States for-
eign policy of containing communism. Un-
less the United States acted decisively here,
it would be apparent to the rest of the Asian
nations that they could not depend on the
United States for real security in case of
armed attack. It was also a direct challenge
to the authority of the United Nations which
had had special responsibilities since 1947
for the establishment of a democratic gov-
ernment in Korea.

The United States supplied large contin-
gents of Armed Forces and material to repel
the attack by the North Korean Communist
Government. This was the essential basis
for the degree of victory that was achieved in
Eorea under the U. N. But beyond this, it
was vital to the United States that it be made
clear this was not another instance of west-
ern imperialism in Asia. It was particularly
important to have the support of other Aslan
governments. The United Nations provided
these other requirements. The U. N. ob-
servation team was able to establish the ob-
Jective fact of North Korean aggression on
South Korea. The wide support in the U, N.
for sending aid to the Republic of Korea
gave a firm international if not disinterested
character to the United States military as-
sistance. This made it clear the United
States action was merely to aid a nation that
had been attacked and that it was not west-
ern imperialism. Thus, in this case, the U. N.
was a vital channel through which the
United States attained its foreign policy goal.
But, of course, it was primarily the power
of the United States and not the nonexistent
power of the U, N. itself that halted the
aggression.

€. INSTANCES IN WHICH THE UNITED STATES HAS
USED THE U. N. ALMOST EXCLUSIVELY AS THE
MEANS OF CARRYING OUT ITS FOREIGN POLICY
There are, of course, no instances where
the U. N. by its own power effectuated the
pacification of an international threat to the

February 26

peace. The only power possessed by the U. N.
is that of its member states who may or nray
not choose to exert it through the U, N. or in
support of the resolutions and recommenda-
tions of that organization. Thus, it would be
well nigh impossible to find a case in which
the goals of United States foreign policy were
achieved merely by giving the problem to the
United Nations and then sitting back. But
there are at least three significant cases
where the United States used the U. N. al-
most exclusively as the agency through which
American influence and power was exerted.
These are: independence for Libya and Israel,
and the discussion of disarmament and the
control of arms.

Under the Italian Peace Treaty of 1947
Italy renounced all claim to her former
colony, Libya. Its fate was to be deter-
mined within 1 year by the United States,
Britain, France, and Russia. When the four
failed to agree on a solution, the United
States took the problem before the U, N.
in 1949 and that organization handled it
completely frony then on. The General As-
sembly decided Libya should become an in-
dependent state by January 1, 1952. A U. N.
commission advised by a council of 10 which
included the United States, but not Russia,
made the necessary preparations. As a re-
sult the Soviet Union was unable to gain
an entering wedge in that country, the
United States airbase at Tripoll was pre=
served, and Libya remained firmly in the
Western camp. The effect of the United
States relying completely on the instrumen-
tality of the U. N., after the initial four-
power negotiations had broken down, was to
achieve the United States goal of preventing
a Soviet advance here. The U. N. was the
perfect instrument for this because it could
make Libya an independent nation and thus
keep it within the free world. Without using
the U. N. here it is not unlikely Libya would
have become another instance of divided
great power administration, for Russia might
have insisted on taking part in the absence
of a settlement.

The Palestine situation is one that the
United States has up to now handled almost
exclusively through the U. N., though the
real decision in Palestine was rendered by
the effectiveness of the Jewish fighting
groups that carved out the State of Israel.
There were two problems involved for
United States foreign policy here. The first
was how to settle this thorny dispute among
members of the non-Communist world in
a way that would be least damaging to our
general position vis-a-vis the Middle Eastern
countries, while at the same time seeking to
realize popular desire that the oppressed
Jewish people of Europe might have a home-
land in Palestine. The second was that of
resolving the situation in a way that pre-
vented the intrusion of Soviet power into
Palestine in the process of this withdrawal
of the former British power in the mandated
territory.

The United Nations apparently seemed to
be a logical means to use in attacking the
Palestine problem both because it was the
legal successor to the League of Nations man-
date and because the Arab-Jewish warfare
was clearly a threat to the peace. The Pale-
stine problem, in addition, presented the
United States with a peculiar dilemma. The
fact was that it was clearly impossible to
devise any boundary solution for Palestine
that would have satisfied both the Arab
States that resented the very presence of any
Jewish state and the Jewish Zionists who
demanded the entire area of the Palestine
mandate. Thus any boundary solution that
the United States favored would alienate at
least one group, if not both, to say nothing
of having serlous domestic political reper-
cussions in the United States itself. Placing
the problem before the U. N. would remove
from the United States the onus of what-
ever solution was finally achieved. The
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United States was pledged to support the
U. N. and thus, beneath this banner, could
lend its weight to the implementation of
any U. N. decision that seemed fair and
workable.

Another advantage to dealing with the
problem through the U. N, was that which-
ever way the issue was decided between the
two contestants, it would not involve any
advance for Soviet influence in the Middle
East. Thus the United States could support
a decision on the merits of the case, or on
whatever seemed a practical result of the
combat of the two armed forces. Secondly,
the Soviet Union was in favor of letting the
U. N. deal with the issue, probably for the
reason that it would guarantee the departure
of British power from one important Middle
Eastern country. The United States and its
supporters in the U. N. were able to prevent
the U. 8. 8. R. from using the device of the
U. N. to increase its influence in Palestine.

One must distinguish, of course, between
the Palestine situation and the present
crisis in the Middle East. It was possible to
utilize the services of the U, N. and this
country did in the Palestine situation be-
cause, in the absence of great power confiict,
membership of the organization in those
years was willing to have the U. N. mediate
the conflict and seek to give permanence to
the solution that seemed most practical.
Today, membership of the U. N. has changed
significantly by the increase of a large
number of states that have assumed a
neutralist position in world politics. The
Middle East, in addition, has become much
more a center of great power conflict. It
would therefore seem reasonable to suppoOse
that the United States could not pursue a
solution to the Arab-Israeli situation entirely
through the U. N. with the same confidence
today as it had in the earller situation. The
neutralist inclined states seem unwilling to
vote agalnst an Arab member state., Two
Arab states that are dedicated to the exter-
mination of Israel are also currently re-
ceiving extensive Soviet bloc military aid.
Today, the solution of the Arab-Israell dis-
pute is very much bound up in the attempt
of Soviet Russia to replace British and
French influence in the Middle East and the
consequent United States attempt to prevent
this as well as defend the democratic State
of Israel and maintain essential good rela-
tions with the neighboring Arab States.

The United States recognized the inde-
pendent State of Israel immediately after
it was proclaimed in 1948 and since then
has supplied extensive public and private
aid. Many commentators conclude that
United States aid has been a basic factor in
the continued economic well-being of Israel.

The United States has also pursued the
solution to the problem of disarmament and
the control and reduction of both conven-
tional and atomic weapons almost exclu-
sively through the U, N. This has also been
the case with the Sovlet Union. In this
situation, the U. N. has offered the oppor-
tunity for each of the superpowers to dem-
onstrate to the world its readiness to make
agreements leading to these laudable goals
and at the same time demonstrate that it
is the obstructionist tactics of the other that
prevent any positive accomplishments in that
direction.

This is not to suggest that the United
States has been insincere in its desire to
lessen the dangers of atomic warfare or to
halt the development of arms races. It is
merely to indicate that in the presence of
continuing worldwide tension between the
Soviet bloc and the free world it has not been
possible to make agreements that would seri-
ously curtail their military strength. In
these circumstances the U. N. provides both
the arena where any possible agreements
can be negotiated and the best facility for
indicating to the world that the United
States continues to seek a just and workable
agreement.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, JAVITS., Iyield.

Mr. PAYNE. I wish to place myself
on record as highly commending the ex-
cellent address which has been delivered
by our colleague, the distinguished junior
Senator from New York. He has set
forth in very constructive form the
aims, the ideals, and the objectives which
the resolution seeks to accomplish. It is
unfortunate that some Senators who
have had questions about the exact
meaning of the resolution and about the
objectives of the administration and of
Congress in trying to enact the resolu-
tion, were not present on the floor so that
they might hear the very constructive
address by the Senator from New York.

I thank the Senator from New York
personally for what he has said.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator
from Maine.

Mr. CARROLL. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, JAVITS. 1Iyield.

Mr. CARROLL. I desire to commend
the junior Senator from New York for
a most excellent address. The Senator
and I served together some 10 years ago
in the other body of Congress. He was
advocating then the same principles he
has espoused today, and he was speaking
as forcefully on those occasions as he has
today. Iam incomplete agreement with
his statement that what the United
States needs is a dynamie, positive for-
eign policy to accomplish the objectives
so ably outlined by the junior Senator
from New York. It is unfortunate that
more Senators were not on the floor this
afternoon to hear his outstanding speech.

Although no reservation could come
from anything which the junior Senator
from New York said in his speech, it is
true that some Senators may have reser-
vations, either unconsciously or sub-
consciously, stemming from the fact that
we have watched the development of a
strong foreign policy over the last 10
years become more ineffective in recent
months. We were present when a
strong policy was formulated. We have
seen it made effective. We have spent
billions of dollars to implement such a
policy. We know that it has cost much
money. But there is a growing feeling
that we no longer have a dynamic, posi-
tive foreign policy. The growing tend-
ency is to form, for the most part, mili-
tary alliances, and not to achieve the
splendid objectives which the junior
Senator from New York has so ably out-
lined in his speech. That is the concern
of some Senators on this side of the
aisle—at least, it is of concern to me.

I am not so much concerned with the
amount which is covered in the resolu-
tion. The resolution asks for a large
amount of money. That disturbs some
Senators on this side of the aisle; it
does not disturb me one iota. But I
should like to know the purpose for
which the money is to be used. It is
the purpose for which the money will be
spent which is hidden. I do not mean
that we desire to telegraph our punches;
but is there a positive, intelligent foreign
policy which will give some purpose and
direction to the solution of the problems
of the Middle East?
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I do not ask the Senator from New
York to answer this question. I intend
to study his speech carefully tomorrow, as
I hope other Senators will. But if we
could achieve the aims and objectives
which were outlined in his speech, there
would be no question, in my mind, that
that would meet the overwhelming ap-
proval of the American people. I think
that is what they want to have done.
But there is a hidden doubt and deep
concern that there has not been nor will
not be that sort of foreign policy if
present practices are continued. I re-
peat, the junior Senator from New York
has made a most excellent address, one
which has been sorely needed in this de-
bate. I am very happy to pay tribute
to the junior Senator from New York.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator
from Colorado.

Mr. WILEY. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. JAVITS, Iyield.

Mr. WILEY. I agree with the senti-
ments expressed by the Senator from
Maine and the Senator from Colorado,
who have just commended the junior
Senator from New York. I think he has
laid the cards on the table very clearly.

One underlying purpose of the resolu-
tion which is sought by the President is
very clear, namely, to put a brake against
the onslaught of the Communists from
the north by any means whatsoever.
Why? In the first place, 70 percent of
the known supply of oil in the world is
in the Middle East.

If the Communists were to take over,
it is agreed—as demonstrated by recent
events—that there would be a throttle-
hold upon our allies in Europe, and the
effect upon us should be apparent to
anyone who is willing to observe and who
does not wear blinders.

Second, I think it is very clear that,
according to the military men, if the
Middle East area were taken over by the
Communists, it would provide a gateway
for them to Africa. Let us be frank and.
admit that on our own continent we
have less than one-third of the materials
necessary for our own defense. If the
Kremlin obtained the gateway to Africa
and then obtained Africa and obtained
Europe, I think anyone who wishes to see
can understand what the effect upon our
country would be.

So I wish to thank the Senator from
New York for his very thought-provok-
ing and very logical speech, which I be-
lieve should be read by all who seek the
truth.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator
from Wisconsin.

Mr. President, I am very grateful to my
colleagues, the Senator from Maine [Mr.
Payne], the Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. WiLey], and the Senator from
Colorado [Mr. CarroLL] for their kind
words.

I desire to conclude with a brief word
to my friend, the Senator from Colorado,
with whom I enjoy serving and for
whom I have great admiration. I think
we should examine ourselves, too. If we
feel that the foreign policy of our coun-
try does not have the inventive genius
that it should have, I think some of that
can be supplied by those of us who serve
here. On the other hand, at times when
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the foreign policy has perhaps too much
inventive genius, it should be restrained.
Let me give an example: It will be re-
called that the United Nations essen-
tially began from a resolution adopted in
the Congress. The resultant study and
development brought the United Nations
into being; we proceeded on that basis,
instead of proceeding on the theory that,
in view of the end of the League of Na-
tions, there was no longer a chance for
an international organization.

The Senator from Colorado may re-
call that in respect to the Marshall plan,
particularly the sections which dealt with
the encouragement of private enter-
prise and the sections which dealt with
the shipment of relief parcels—I am
sure there were others, but those are the
ones which occur to me at the moment—
those sections were written into the bill
by action of one or the other of the legis-
lative bodies,

It will also be recalled that the so-
called Kersten amendment—which was
looked at askance for a time, and which
purported to give the President sums of
money, without strings attached, to be
used for the purpose of encouraging
escapees from behind the Iron Curtain—
turned out to be very useful in pro-
viding a fund to be drawn on when
needed for specific purposes in that con-
nection. I think I could present quite a
list of that sort. For instance, the NATO
idea had its fundamental origin in the
great interest in the Congress occasioned
by the great pressure on Europe, both
militarily and economically.

Certainly I shall never hesitate—re-
gardless of whether the administration
in power represents my party—to present
ideas which seem to me to be good. Cer-
tainly all the Members of this body are
very anxious to back useful, effective, and
constructive ideas and proposals. Cer-
tainly all the brains capable of dealing
soundly with foreign policy are not con-
centrated in the State Department; that
is not the tradition of our country.

So I hope very much that not only
from the Congress, but also from all of
the great talent existing elsewhere in
our country—in the univcrsities, in the
associations, in the unions, in the busi-
ness organizations, and in the founda-
tions—constructive proposals will come.
I hope all our people will feel free to de-
velop their ideas for positive dynamic
action on foreign policy, and that they
will be aided coastructively by those of
us who serve in the Congress, and who
have a national, and, indeed, an interna-
tional platform. As one Member of this
very august body, I hope very much that
I shall have the privilege of doing so, and
I am sure that my colleagues will do the
same,

Mr. CARROLL. Mr. President, will
the Senator from New York yield to me?

Mr. JAVITS. Iyield.

Mr. CARROLL. I have no desire to
encumber the very excellent speech made
by the Senator from New York by mak-
ing some observations about the concern
which I tried to express a short time ago.

There is no question in my mind that
any administration—including the pres-
ent one—deserves bipartisan support in
many instances. On that point, I agree
very much with the Senator from New
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York, based upon our years of service
in the other body. We served during the
consideration of the Marshall plan and
the Berlin airlift and EKorean aid. As
those programs proceeded step by step,
we knew that the way to stem the tide
of international communism was to go
forward with a strong, dynamie foreign
policy.

In this body, the junior Senator from
New York and I are new Members. As
I listened to the debhate a moment ago,
it seemed to me that the Senator from
New York, in the course of his speech,
referred to the year 1953 and to 1955,
referring to events which occurred in the
Middle East. I think our foreign policy
in regard to that area has not been in-
telligent; I think it has not been con-
structive; I think it does not solve the
basic problems which have been so ably
presented to us today by the junior Sen-
ator from New York.

I agree completely with him that there
are in this body and in the other body
Members who are able to formulate or
to participate in the formulation of the
sound plans.

For example, the other day I submitted
an amendment to the Foreign Relations
Committee. I did so with all due humil-
ity as a new Member. The amendment
was not based upon my idea; it was based
upon an idea conceived by one of the
great Americans to serve in this body.
I refer to the late Senator Arthur Van-
denberg. The idea was his, as set forth
in a speech he made on the floor of the
Senate in 1948. He conceived the idea
of having a watchdog committee estab-
lished; the words wafchdog committee
were his own. He wanted to have such
a committee protect the taxpayers of the
Nation, inasmuch as we were then about
to embark upon a great program of
spending billions of dollars to aid Europe.

Without trying to recall the voting
record of the distinguished junior Sen-
ator from New York, let me say that I
believe that in those days sometimes he
stood almost alone as a Republican Mem-
ber in the House of Representatives.
He was most progressive and most con-
structive. On many occasions he stood
alone in the House of Representatives
voting in favor of such measures.

Senator Vandenberg gave many rea-
sons why a watchdog committee should
be established. The amendment I sub-
mitted to the committee was based upon
that idea. I do not know whether I shall
submit the amendment to the Senate,
because there are other pertinent resolu-
tions which have been passed by the
Senate setting forth the watchdog
concept.

But, as I said in my statement, which

appears in the REcorp, it is significant
that there was, and in this body there
is, an intelligent constitutional argu-
ment as to whether or not there is an
improper request for a delegation to the
executive branch of the war-making
power of Congress. I stated there was
a twilight zone of opinion as to whether
there was or was not such a request,
but the important point is that we ought
to bridge the gap in an effort to truly
create a bi-partisan foreign policy. I
gave the names of the members of the
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committee, and, for the Recorp, I refer
to page 908 of the hearings before the
Committee on Foreign Relations and the
Committee on Armed Services. Re-
cently, for the first time in years they
have been called into conference at the
White House. As the Senator from
Arkansas [Mr. FurBricHT] said, it was
the first time he had ever been called
into such a conference, at least since
1954, although he is the second ranking
member of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee,

The President, after he had called the
conference, had a perfect right to speak
to the people, as he did, over television.

I cannot agree with the handling of
the sanctions situation with regard to
Israel. By virtue of the fortitude and
courage which has been shown by Israel
in saying, “Give us further guaranties,”
there has been a decided change. I do
not know what happened this afternoon
at the United Nations, as I have not read
a report of it. At any rate there has
been a forcing, there has been clearer
thinking, there has been a more con-
structive thinking by all of us concern=
ing the Arab-Israeli problem and the
resolution under consideration. Ob-
viously the question arises if we cannot
solve the sanctions issue should we com-
mit ourselves to spend hundreds of
millions of dollars in support of a policy
that is foredoomed to failure?

I say to the junior Senator from New
York that $200 million will not be the
end of it, for next year there will be an-
other $200 million, and the year after
that another $200 million. I do not be-
lieve, under those circumstances, that
my constituents would particularly fa-
vor that.

If we spenf $1 billion in the Middle
East on a good, constructive program,
such as the junior Senator from New
York has outlined in the Senate this
afternoon, which would bring peace, sta-
bility, and the friendship of the people
of the Middle East area, I say it would
be well worth the price, rather than to
muddle in and out of a situation which
may throw us info an atomic war and
world war IIIL.

I again commend the junior Senator
from New York for a very excellent
statement, but despite the excellent
speech I have heard I wanted fo express
the reservation which I had in mind, not
as to the aims and objectives, but as to
whether he has the insight—and I refer
to the Secretary of State—and whether
he has the vision, to carry out this pro-
gram which is vitally necessary, in my
own opinion, for the strength and se-
curity of our own Nation, and the peace
of the world.

Mr, JAVITS. I believe the Senator
from Colorado has uttered words which
will find an echo in the hearts of many
people in our country. In reply I merely
wish to say that in order to resolve the
debate and come to a vote, which the
Senate will do before very long, it is
necessary, as we sometimes do in law
cases, to assume the Senator is right,
but nevertheless support the effort,
which is a beginning and is opening the
door available to us. I urge that we
pass through it and, having passed
through it, give to the effort not only the
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initiative of those in the present admin-
istration, but our own initiative. But as
to the desirability of passing through
the door, which is the point of my ad-
dress to the Senate today, I have no
doubt.

Mr. CARROLL. Does the Senator ex-
press the hope that the most inevitable
thing in life has changed and there is
hope for a more constructive effort to
bring about the end which we all desire?

Mr. JAVITS. Yes.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, I
have been following closely the debate
on the Middle East resolution so that
I might inform myself as fully as possi-
ble concerning this vital issue before we
shall have to vote on it.

However, I confess to being disturbed
over the turn that the debate has been
taking. We are hearing from both sides
of the aisle what amounts to some indis-
criminate and often reckless attacks
upon the fundamental concepts of an
internationalist foreign policy. These
attacks have been directed not so much
against the Middle East resolution as
such, but actually against the United
Nations, against all overseas financial
expenditures, against our NATO alliance
with the democracies of the Atlantic
community, and against the entire con-
ception of an American foreign policy
founded on constructive relationships
with other nations.

Already the leader of the Republican
Party—the President’s party—in the
Senate has delivered a major attack at a
college *forum on the organization and
composition of the United Nations.
From both sides of the aisle, we have
recently heard the idea of international
cooperation denounced, ridiculed, and
held up to disdainful contempt. My
mail is beginning to reflect the impact
of this kind of debate upon public opin=
ion. People without information and
extremists are sending in many letters
which can only be deseribed as inflam-
matory or hysterical and highly isola-
tionist in tone.

Perhaps as a result of this trend in our
mail, speeches on the Senate floor now
tell us that the voters are overwhelm-
ingly opposed to all sorts of international
commitments—and that woe betide the
public figure who dares to defy such
sentiment.

SENATORS MUST EXERCISE RESPONSIBILITY AND
COURAGE

To begin with, Mr. President, I doubt
if the United States Senate is supposed
to be some vast Univac machine which
faithfully reflects each batch of letters
and telegrams. We are supposed to be
responsive to our mail, but not dom-
inated by it. Purthermore, I know of no
governmental activity easier or more
tempting to level demagoguery against
than the whole prineiple of overseas pro-
grams. We are hearing now that farm-
ers will be prosperous, for example, if
only we can choke off foreign aid. Well,
this administration is appropriating
much more money than ever for so-
called farm programs, and still the
family-sized farm does not enjoy pros-
perity. How do our overseas expendi-
tures figure in that? Indeed, I always
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have thought that an aggressive program
of international trade and commerce
might be the one way to dispose of some
of our agricultural surplus production.

Mr. President, I have not made up my
mind definitely on the Middle East reso-
lution. I believe the purpose of the
present debate is to clarify the questions
at stake. I still eagerly await this clari-
fication. It is urgently needed. But, to
date, much of the debate has seemed to
me more calculated to weaken our na-
tional faith in an enlightened, 20th cen-
tury foreign policy than to analyze and
discuss the Middle East issues.

Since the preset debate began, I have
listened to Senators attacking foreign
aid, hip and thigh. They have lam-
basted it—horse, foot, and dragoon.
They have found in it no good and much
evil. Yet our postwar programs of inter-
national commitments and cooperation
were initiated by a Demoecratic President,
Harry S. Truman, and by Gen. George C.
Marshall; and the successors to these
programs are now carried on by Repub-
lican President Dwight D. Eisenhower
and Secretary of State John Foster
Dulles. Many other eminent leaders of
both parties, or of no party, in the execu-
tive branch and in the Congress, have
devoted their best efforts to these poli-
cies. Is it possible that this great Na-
tion has been so unfortunate as to have
only knaves or fools at the helm of its
Ship of State for the past decade? I
refuse to believe such an implication, yet
that would be the inevitable logic of
some of the speeches we have been hear-
ing recently.

This is a time, Mr. President, for re-
sponsibility and not for reckless destruc-
tion of the whole basis of our postwar
international pelicies.

Yet, unless the trend and tone of the
debate change, it is my fear that the
most significant result of these past few
weeks will not be passage or defeat of a
resolution involving cerfain relatively
superficial phases of the Middle East
problem, but the wreckage of any
chances for responsible statesmanship
in the realm of foreign policy for years
to come.

ADMINISTRATION MUST BE CANDID WITH THE
PUBLIC

If this fearful result were to emerge
from the present debate, much of the
blame must rest on the administration
itself for the manner in which it has pre-
sented the substance of the resolution we
are debating. Not only have the Presi-
dent and the Secretary of State failed to
enlighten the public on the exact nature
and dimensions of the problem with
which the proposed resolution is to deal,
in preparation for an intelligent discus-
sion of that problem and our proposed
policies toward it—no, Mr. President;
there is every evidence that the adminis-
tration has equally failed in the prepara-
tion of the supposed program itself, so
that neither the public nor the Congress
can form any real understanding of what
is proposed, and why. Is it any wonder
if the only impressions created—rightly
or wrongly—are that, first, we are to
risk American lives in defense of Arab
selfish interests and desert sands, and,
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second, that we are to spend wvast
amounts of American funds on unspeci-
fied projects in those areas?

Mr. President, such undertakings as
our mutual security programs, technical
assistance and reciprocal trade require a
great deal of understanding on the part
of the American people. For the sake
of future gains in world peace, security,
freedom and prosperity, such programs
call for apparent self-sacrifice and altru-
ism now, in an era when more than half
the residents of the world are hungry
and there is locose on the planet a de-
struetive force which could totally wipe
out the human race. Does anyone think
the Senate debate of recent days has
uniformly been calculated to produce
that understanding, idealism and altru-
ism?

Mr. President, if there is a scintilla of
truth to some of the speeches delivered
on the Senate floor during recent days,
then this great democracy has suffered
the misfortunate to be governed during
the past 10 years by some of the most
misguided and ill-advised men on earth,
Such instrumentalities as mutual secu-
rity, the United Nations, international
cooperation and reciprocal trade pro-
grams did not, like Topsy, “just growed.”
They were brought into existence, on
our part, by American Presidents and
American Secretaries of State. If these
institutions are as foolish and wretched
as some Senators claim they are, what
can be said for the sort of men—Demo-
crats and Republicans alike—whom the
American people have been entrusting
with foreign policy? Either Senators
are speaking too passionately and too
dogmatically, or else America has been
in sorry hands, indeed. If certain Senate
speeches are accurate in fact, I fear for
the future of the United States.

PRESIDENTS ARE NOT ALWAYS WRONG AND
SENATORS RIGHT

Of course, it is always possible that the
men in the White House may sometimes
have been right, and some Senators
wrong, I will not venture that as an
outright statement of fact, but I will
merely vouchsafe such a possibility. It
could be the case, however.

Mr. President, I am not yet ready to
judge the issue in the present instance.
I have been disturbed by the cbvious in-
completeness, both of the diagnosis given
us by the administration of the asserted
danger facing the free world in the
Middle East, and of its prescription for it.
I have been disturbed by the inconsist-
ency of the President’s simultaneous
readiness to support sanctions against
Israel, the most democratic and West-
ern-oriented nation in the Middle East,
while we are told that this central Mid-
dle Eastern crisis in Arab-Israel rela-
tions has no place in, or even bearing
upon, the danger with which we are sup-
posed to concern ourselves in the pend-
ing resolution. However, Mr. President,
when the time comes to vote on the res-
olution, I shall do so on the merits of its
purposes as I see them, in the light of the
overall internationalist policies America
has followed in the postwar years. I do
not believe that the present debate
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should serve as an occasion for destruc-
tive broadside attacks on the whole un-
derlying conception of these interna-
tionalist policies, which do not need to
stand or fall on the weakness of the
Eisenhower administration’s present
proposals for the Middle East. After this
one issue has been disposed of, we still
must have left a bipartisan and effective
foreign policy which will function to
stem Communist aggression and bolster
free government throughout the world.

Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. NEUBERGER. I yield.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am very pleased
that I could be in the Senate Chamber
at the time the Senator from Oregon
made his remarks, because I gather that
what the Senator is concerned about is
the possibility that in the discussion of
this resolution we may actually set loose
forces, or at least generate attitudes,
which could be injurious to the whole
structure of international cooperation.
Is that the Senator’'s view?

Mr. NEUBERGER. That is my view,
and that is the fear I attempted to ex-
press in the comparatively brief remarks
to which the Senator from Minnesota
refers.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Tam sure the Sena-
tor would agree with me that we on this
side of the aisle—and I trust also those
on the other side—would not want to
indulge in the kind of reckless invective
and petulant argument which was so
characteristic of the Republican leader-
ship during the Truman administration.

I say that with a note of sadness, and
yet of truth. I can recall the bitterness
of the debates in this Chamber, and the
unrelenting attacks not only upon the
wisdom of the policies of Mr. Acheson,
former Secretary of State, but actually
upon his ability, his loyalty, and his
character.

It is fair to say that Mr. Truman did
not have the protective cloak around
him that the present occupant of the
White House has been privileged to en-
joy. Yet under the Truman administra-
tion some of the greatest instruments of
American foreign policy were consum=-
mated.

Therefore I hope that we on this side,
while some may have good reason to be
doubtful as to the wisdom of the resolu-
tion before us, will remember that in
discussing it we should confine our re-
marks to the resolution and its strength
and weaknesses, and not run wild over
the entire area of American foreign
policy, which has been meticulously and
carefully built.

I ask that my colleague from Oregon
note with me again—as he did in his
remarks—that this resolution had an un-
fortunate beginning. The majority
leader said he was a little tired of “gov-
ernment by leak.” I am sure we all
know to what he referred. There has
been a tendency fo give the “razzle-
dazzle” public-relations treatment to
matters of high policy; yes, of funda-
mental, basic policy relating to the very
security of this country.

It is true that many Members of this
body and of the other House were very
much upset over the fact that a resolu-
tion which apparently bears upon the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

security of our Republic was first ad-
vanced in the press rather than in the
nature of a formal document presented
to the Senate or to the House of Repre=
sentatives.

Also, many Members of the Senate
were disappointed by the lack of candor
which was exhibited by some of the ad-
ministration witnesses in the presenta-
tion of support for the resolution. The
argument over economic aid is charac-
teristic of what I have referred to.

The junior Senator from Minnesota
has supported economic aid in every vote
in the Senate. I have supported it at
times to the disappointment of my
friends and colleagues. I believe in an
effective foreign economic policy. I am
trying to help build one. But I say that
the lack of documentation for foreign
economic aid in the pending resolution
as presented by the administration really
jeopardizes constructive, effective for-
eign-aid programs and policies. It is to
this subject that the Senator from Min-
nesota and other Senators have referred
on other occasions.

I do not intend to vote to kill foreign
aid, but I do not want the debate on this
resolution to result in discrediting effec-
tive foreign aid. Therefore, I think it is
pertinent, and very important, to note
that the Senator from Texas, the ma-
jority leader, was able to have written
into the resolution as reported by the
committees an amendment reading as
follows:

None of the additional authorization con-
tained in this section shall be used until 16
days after the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions of the Senate, the Committee on For-
eign Affairs of the House of Representatives,
the Committees on Appropriations of the
Senate and the House of Representatives
and, when military assistance is involved, the
Committees on Armed Services of the Sen-
ate and the House of Representatives have
been furnished a report showing the object
of the proposed use, the country for the
benefit of which such use is intended, and
the particular appropriation or appropria-
tlons for carrying out the provisions of the
Mutual Security Act of 1954, as amended,
from which the funds are proposed to be
derived:

The purpose of that amendment is to
see to it that Members of Congress are
at least informed as to the purposes for
which that money would be expended;
in other words, that money would not be
expended for projects, programs, and
uses, which would adversely reflect upon
an economic assistance program.

I mention these facts, because the res-
olution as reported from the committee
contains three basic amendments which
I believe greatly improve the resolution.

The first amendment Mr. President,
places the responsibility for the use of
our Armed Forces on the President, as
Commander in Chief under the Consti-
tution. The amendment provides:

To this end, if the President determines
the necessity thereof, the United States is
prepared to use armed forces to assist any
nation or group of nations requesting as-
sistance against armed aggression from any
country controlled by international commu-
nism.

That is a fundamental amendment,
and it complies with the traditions and
precedents of our constitutional history.
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The second amendment was offered by
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrpl.
It provides that the $200 million author-
ized shall no longer have placed on it
the limitations imposed in the Mutual
Security Act of 1954, and that that $200
million is authorized to be used until
the end of the fiscal year June 30, 1957.
That is a far cry from what the admin-
istration presented.

The administration presented a reso-
lution in which the authorization ran on
ad infinitim, to the point of eternity.
This is a direct limitation, and requires
that Congress shall review the entire
matter of economic assistance on a fiscal-
year basis.

I point these matters out because, as
the Senator from Oregon has indicated,
there is doubt in my mind as to how
one should vote on the resolution. How-
ever, I do not want my criticism of the
economic assistance aspects of the reso-
lution to be interpreted as my being op-
posed to a constructive economic policy.
In fact, I ery out today for the admin-
istration to formulate and to present to
us a foreign economic policy. It has
none.

The administration has many ad hoe
and part-time policies. It would be well
for every Member of the Senate to read
the Millikan-Rostow report from the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology
on the subject of America’s foreign eco-
nomic policy. It contains some very im-
portant reading. Members of the Senate
should determine once and for all what
kind of foreign-aid program we should
have. Instead of a policy based on 3
months, 6 months, or 2 months, or on any
other hit-and-miss basis, it should be a
policy designed to meet long-term ob-
jectives.

Ninety percent of all our foreign eco-
nomic aid has been for military support.
That is hardly an economic policy. That
is a military policy.

The Senator from Oregon has been
very generous in yielding time to me. I
will conclude by saying that his reference
to the United Nations is entirely appro-
priate. I know there are some people
who are condemning what is going on in
the United Nations today, and our ac-
tivities in the United Nations, in order to
discredit the United Nations. The Sena-
tor from Minnesota feels that if the
administration will effectively utilize the
facilities of the United Nations and give
direction, leadership, and guidance, the
United Nations will be able to be an effec-
tive instrument in certain areas.

The United Nations is only 11 years
old. It is not fully developed. We ought
not to ask, as the saying goes, a boy to do
a man's job. The United Nations ought
not to be given impossible problems to
solve. It ought to be given problems that
are possible of solutions. Therefore I
am not going to join in the hue and cry
of condemning the U. N. What should
be done is to constructively criticize our
failure to give leadership in the United
Nations.

A classic example of that is to be
found in the existing situation relating
to the Israel-Egyptian situation, where
we are constantly saying that we are
going to wait and see what other people
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do, and that we are going to wait and see
what the African-Asian bloc does.

That is not leadership. That is even
poor following.

As I have suggested before, we might
at least consider what our friends to the
north, in Canada, are doing. Canada
has had the courage to stand up against
Britain when the British went into
Egypt. We might cooperate with a na-
tion that has demonstrated sensitivity
to the problems of the modern world.
The Dominion of Canada has shown
great courage. By working with the Do-
minion of Canada, at least on hemi-
spheric policy, we might be able to con-
tribute to leadership and direction.

However, I sense that when some peo-
ple want to cover up for the failures or
the errors of judgment or the inade-
quacies of our own foreign policy, they
usually say that the United Nations is at
fault.

Let the record be clear that no sanc-
tions could be imposed on anyone in
the United Nations if we did not want
them imposed. That is the first point.

The second point is that there can be
effective economic and political leader-
ship in the United Nations if the United
States will lead.

I hope that while Mr. Mollet, the
French Prime Minister, is in the United
States, we can reestablish the spirit of
friendship and cooperation which has
symbolized our foreign policy for many
years. f

I conclude by saying that I am de-
lighted the Prime Minister of France
is visiting our President and our coun-
try. I hope those meetings will pro-
duce again that great spirit of fraternity
which has characterized the relation-
ships between the United States and the
Republic of France. France is a great
country. It has a great people. It has
great history. It is doing great things.
French political leadership, despite all
the criticism that has been leveled
against it, has given the world the Coal
and Steel Community, the proposals for
the European Defense Community, and,
more recently, the Common Trade Area
Community. The French are struggling
to strengthen the areas of freedom. I
hope that we will be able to reestablish
our friendly relationships with the
French and the British, with mutual re-
spect for our differences, but with a
great faith in those things that unite

us.

I again thank the Senator from Oregon
for his fine statement and for his gen-
erosity in yielding to me.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I thank the Sena-
tor from Minnesota for his very effective
response to my remarks,

I wish to say this to the Senator from
Minnesota. I do not have his long ex-
perience in the Senate or the benefit of
his very able service on the Committee
on Foreign Relations. However, I be=
lieve he does share with me the knowl-
edge of how difficult it is in the Senate,
under present circumstances, to try to
be a responsible member of the Demo-
cratic Party.

I remember that last year, when the
Eisenhower administration was urging
that Congress allow the administration
to continue aid to the Tito government
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in Yugoslavia, so far as my own State is
concerned—and I can only speak for
the State of Oregon—it was a highly un-
popular proposal in Oregon.

The Republican floor leader in the
Senate and, I believe, also the chairman
of the Republican Policy Committee,
joined in submitting an amendment on
the floor to strike out aid to Tito in the
bill which provided foreign aid for vari-
ous countries throughout the world.

The Republicans had their cake and
ate it, too. If I am not mistaken, we
liberal Democrats, who have been at
times berated all over the place for al-
legedly being leftists, had to stand on the
floor of the Senate and save the Eisen-
hower administration’s program with re-
spect to assistance to Yugoslavia.

After the Congress adjourned I went
home to my State. I spoke all over the
State at various meetings, not only at
nonpartisan meetings, but at other meet-
ings, where I campaigned for the re-
election—happily successfully—of my
distinguished senior colleague in the
Senate.

On many occasions people came up
to me—almost always they were mem-
bers of President Eisenhower’s political
party—and told me how disappointed
they were that I had voted to continue
aid to that blackguard and rascal, Tito.
When I told them that this was the spe-
cific request made by the President and
the Secretary of State, many of them
refused to believe it. I asked friends of
mine to check at county courthouses on
the political affiliation of these people,
because in my State people register to
vote by political parties, and almost in-
variably all the people who were thus so
critical of me were members of Presi-
dent Eisenhower’s party. They refused
to believe that President Eisenhower
and Secretary Dulles would suggest so
unpatriotic and un-American a policy
as continuing aid to Tito. The only way
I could convince these people that the
“terrible” Democrats had voted for a pol-
iey favored by Secretary Dulles and Pres-
ident Eisenhower was to send them copies
of the letter from Mr. Dulles, in which
he stated this policy was adopted with
the full concurrence of the President.
The administration has had its cake and
has eaten it, too. The administration
has looked to us on this side of the aisle
to vote for their program, to save it from
being wrecked by the Republican lead-
ers, and then we get berated by Repub-
licans when we go home.

I have been a Member of the Senate
for only a very short time, but I remem-
ber that virtually the same thing hap-
pened with respect to reciprocal trade.

I think, on 5 or 6 rollealls, the Sen-
ator from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY]
and I voted with the administration for
a 3-year extension of the reciprocal
trade program. But when I went home
I was criticized by Republicans because
I allegedly voted to wreck the tunafish
industry or the cherry industry. When I
told them it was an administration pro-
gram, they said, “Ike would not propose
a program that you Democrats would
vote for.” They did not believe that the
3-year extension of the Reciprocal Trade
Agreements Act or the allowance of aid
to Tito are part of the Eisenhower pro-
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gram, because they think that only Dem=
ocrats would do anything like that, and
that “old Ike” would not do such a thing.

We have been depended upon to defend
the Republican foreign policy from at-
tack by their own Republican leaders in
the Senate, but when we go home, we get
criticized by the Republicans in our own
States.

Mr. President, I wish to add one thing
which I think is guite significant.

Almost at the very time the President
of the United States went on the air to
appeal for United Nations action in the
Middle East crisis—action which many
of us hope will not come to pass in the
terms which the President favors—al-
most at the very time the President did
that, the Republican minority leader had
made a major foreign-policy speech criti-
cizing the very composition, the very
organization, of the United Nations.

One of the things that amuses me is
that some Republicans will quote with
approval a criticism of the United Na-
tions on the basis that, in the United
Nations, there are certain countries
which have a thousand times the popu-
lation of other countries.

I do not know whether they realize it,
but that could also be a criticism of the
United States Senate, where certain
States have 65 or 70 times the population
of other States. But I think it high-
lights the whole Alice-in-Wonderland
atmosphere of this situation, that almost
while the administration is offering all
these platitudes about the United Na=-
tions, the administration’s chief Senate
spokesman is making a policy speech
criticizing the entire fundamental basis
of the structure of the United Nations.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Oregon yield?

Mr. NEUBERGER. I yield.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I wish to revert to
something said a moment ago about
Democratic support meeting with criti-
cism in the Senator's home State. As
a matter of fact, did not the Senator
also encounter the situation that during
the campaign it was thrown up to him
constantly that the Republicans gave the
President better support for his foreign
policy than did the Democrats, and that
many times that argument would be
made by the very leaders to whom the
Senator has made reference?

Mr. NEUBERGER. Constantly. One
other amusing thing happened in my
State. There was a Republican Mem-
ber of the House of Representatives who
was extremely isolationist in his voting.
He was an opponent of foreign aid. He
was defeated in 1956 for reelection, but
he has now been appointed to a foreign-
aid position under this administration
with reference to a program which he
voted against steadily during his career.

Mr. SPARKMAN. There have been
analogous situations both in connection
with foreign aid and with other pro-
grams of the Federal Government. For
instance, one of the criticisms which I
think is a sound one is that in a great
many of the agencies which have been
set up as independent agencies for the
purpose of regulating certain segments
of our industry, persons have been ap-
pointed from the very ranks that were
supposed to be regulated. As a matter
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of fact, predominantly the employees
have come from those ranks.

Mr. NEUBERGER. We often have to
take political risks to support the ad-
ministration’s foreign policy. I am not
objecting to that. If we run for this
particular office we should expect to
hazard political risks.

I asked the capable girl in my office
who handles the mail to give me a state-
ment concerning it, and she told me that
my mail ran 5 to 1 against the admin-
istration’s reciprocal trade program, for
which I voted. I am speaking of my
mail from the State of Oregon. I do not
think I received one letter favoring aid
to Tito. We are supposed to vote ac-
cording to our conscience and our own
best judgment, but it is at least inter-
esting that we have to undergo political
jeopardy for defending the administra-
tion’s program.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I think we should
give a great deal of consideration to for-
eign policy. I understand the Senator
believes in resolving doubts in favor of
the President on any foreign policy ques-
tion, but at the same time having an ob-
ligation to criticize constructively such
foreign policy as the President may
promulgate. Is that correct?

Mr. NEUBERGER. Definitely. If it
meant staying in the United States Sen-
ate for the rest of my natural life, I
would never indulge in the type of criti-
cism such as that which was leveled
against President Truman by certain
Republicans during the Korean war.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Does the distin-
guished Senator agree with me that un-
der our form of government as it has
developed through the years the Presi-
dent of the United States has not only
the power but the responsibility to pro-
mulgate and to executed foreign policy?

Mr. NEUBERGER. Definitely, Most
assuredly the Senator is correct.

Mr. SPARKMAN. If that be true,
does it not follow logically that it is our
duty to scrutinize carefully the portion
of foreign policy in which we alone have
a part in carrying into effect, such as
confirming nominations, ratifying trea-
ties, appropriation of funds, and all the
things which are necessary to carry for-
eign policy into effect, and to engage
in constructive criticism whenever we
believe the proposals are justly subject to
such criticism?

Mr. NEUBERGER. Of course, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Alabama is cor-
rect.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I commend the
Senator from Oregon for the very fine
presentation he has made. I regret that
I was not on the floor to hear all of it,
but I have enjoyed greatly the part I
have heard.

I particularly wish to commend the
Senator from Oregon for the sterling de-
fense he has made of the United Na-
tions. I agree with the statement made
by our friend, the distinguished Senator
from Minnesota [Mr. HumMPHREY], with
reference to the United Nations.

It was my pleasure and privilege to
have served as a delegate to the United
Nations in 1950. I count it as a real dis-
tinction. I have been a strong believer
in the United Nations, recognizing all
the time its imperfections and its weak-
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nesses, but believing that as we recog-
nize its imperfections, our obligation be-
comes even greater to work harder to
make the United Nations the kind of ef-
fective organization which we dream it
may someday be.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I thank the Sen-
ator from Alabama for his defense of
the United Nations, because the United
Nations is the only international organi-
zation which exists in the entire world
in which we can vote rather than plunge
into dreadful atomic war.

If I may address a personal comment
to the Senator from Alabama, Mrs. Neu-
berger and I have said many times, when
we have watched Senator SPARKMAN in
the Senate, that he has confirmed our
belief we voted for the right candidate
for Vice President of the United States
in 1952.

I now yield to the Senator from Minne-
sota.

Mr. HUMPHREY. First, Mr. Presi-
dent, I should like to second the observa-
tion by the Senator from Oregon relat-
ing to the Senator from Alabama. In-
deed, that was a vote for the right man
and for the right cause.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Would that it had
prevailed.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I may say, Mr.
President, that these words of comfort
are indeed welcome, even though they
come——

Mr. HUMPHREY. Belatedly?

Mr. SPARKMAN. No; from a minor-
ity representation. However, let me say
to both the distinguished Senators that
I speak in truth and yet facetiously about
the minority in which we found our-
selves in 1952.

However, there is one thing with ref-
erence to that election of which I have
always been proud. I have never, at any
time, felt downhearted as a result of the
outcome of that election. I felt proud
of the fact that 27 million Americans
voted their belief in the principles for
which the Democratic Party stood.

While I am thinking of that, I may add
that I was in Kansas City last night, and
a newspaperman asked me this amazing
question: “What about the Democratic
Party? Do you think it will come back?”

I believe they were the words he used,

I said “Before I answer that question,
I should say that I do not accept the
implication of your question. The Dem-
ocratic Party has not been away. As a
matter of fact, it seems to me you should
be asking that question about the Re-
publican Party, because in 1956 the Dem-
ocrats among the American pecvple ex-
pressed their confidence in the Demo-
cratic Party by electing a Democratic
Senate, a Democratic House, and a ma-
jority of the governors. They elected
also a Democratic majority in many of
the State legislatures throughout the
country. I am certain the same thing
would be found to be true if you inquired
anout the election of officials to positions
in county courthouses and to other po-
litical positions.”

I said to him, “I say the Democratic
Party won a tremendous victory in 1956.
We made a clean sweep except for one
man.”

He then asked me, “Do you think that
in 1960 you will get that office?"”
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I said, “Yes; I believe we will make
a clean sweep in 1960.”

Mr. NEUBERGER. The Democratic
Party is the healthiest corpse anybody
in this country ever saw.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
am certain the Senator wants the Rec-
orD to be complete and accurate, Lest
anyone misunderstand what the Senator
from Oregon has said when he spoke
of aid to Tito, the resolution or the pro-
posal on which we voted in the Senate
was not merely for aid to Tito, but it
was a vote for confidence in the integrity
and judgment of the President of the
United States.

That resolution, if the Senator will
recall, provided that we would give
Marshal Tito aid, but that we were will-
ing to vote that if the President deter-
mined it was in the vital interest of the
United States and the national security
of this country, he could, if in his judg-
ment all those factors prevailed, extend
aid to Tito, That is what we voted for,

Mr. SPARKMAN. And the President
made a public pronouncement to that
effect.

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct.

The Senator from Oregon has com-
mented about the rather isolationist
former Representative from his State
who has recently been given a choice
administration job in the foreign aid
field, although he voted against foreign
aid,

I have almost come to the conclusion,
I regretfully say, that the way for one
to get a job in an agency which he has
opposed is, first, to lose the election,
and then to secure an appointment to
the agency which he sought to kill before
he lost the election,

I remember when Mr. Cole was ap-
pointed head of the housing administra-
tion, He had voted against public
housing when he was a Member of Con-
gress, but afterward he was put in
charge of it. I said then that that was
like putting a fox in charge of a chicken
coop. I still think that that was perhaps
the most accurate description I could
give.

The Senator from Alabama knows
that the present Director of the Interna-
tional Cooperation Administration—the
ICA—Mr. Hollister, had a record of op-
position to the ICA and the policies and
programs under the jurisdiction of that
agency.

It seems to me that this is a part of
what must be called the schizophrenia of
the Republican Party, Is it any wonder
that the President wants to modernize
his party? Is it any wonder that he is
asking for some kind of rehabilitation
of his party?

We witnessed that in the Senate today
when one of our distinguished colleagues
rose and said that Paul Hoffman was not
the kind of Republican his party could
use; that they would wash their hands of
him,

Mr. President, if Mr. Hoffman is not
wanted in the Republican Party—I have
only one invitation; I can only speak for
myself as a Democrat—I think he would
be a wonderful addition to any organi-
zation, and we would be glad to welcome
him into the Democratic Party, if he
would join with us in our programs.
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The other observation I wish to make
is this: The Senator from Oregon has
pointed out how difficult it is for Demo-
cratic Senators to maintain a sense of
responsibility. I have said that we
Democrats must never be irresponsible,
but that we ought to be irrepressible. Let
us not be irresponsible; let us be irre-
pressible in what we believe and in the
advocacy of what we believe. It has
been mighty difficulty not to let our emo-
tions get the best of us, particularly when
in 1952 the leaders of the Republican
Party, then campaigning, said they were
going to unleash Chiang Kai-shek.
Poor old Chiang. Not only is he still on
a leash; he has a halter on him so firmly
that he can hardly wiggle.

But we were going to unleash Chiang
Kai-shek. But then he lost some islands
in the north, and he has been tied closer
to home than any young boy who has
violated the household rules and has been
sent behind the closet door.

Then Senators may recall that there
was to be a liberation. That idea took
hold among certain groups in this coun-
‘try. Our friends of Polish extraction and
of Lithuanian extraction—great Ameri-
cans—felt that somehow or other the
Democratic policy was one of contain-
ment, not one of liberation.

The Republicans said, “We are going
to liberate.”

All at once someone decided he wanted
to get liberated. What happened?

The Secretary of State said, “No; you
are not supposed to get liberated the way
you are trying to liberate yourselves.
You are not supposed to fight for it or
accept our help.”

What I am trying to point out is that
it is extremely difficult not to try to take
advantage of what are such glaring
weaknesses and conditions that they are
obvious even to the blind. To exploit
these issues for political purposes would
in a sense do an injustice to sound, con-
structive, and creditable foreign policy.
For instance, does the Senator from Ore-
gon recall the emphasis on “agonizing
reappraisal” and “new look”?

The plain truth is that I am afraid
some of the propagandists in the Re-
publican ranks decided that the way to
get a foreign policy was to “jazz it up”
public-relations-wise. The truth is that
that kind of policy became foreign to our
friends and foreign to our constituents,
and no one could quite understand it.
Much of our trouble can be attributed
to that situation. At the proper time
we shall discuss it in more detail.

I am sure the Senator from Oregon
has asked us to discuss the pending joint
resolution with conviction and with con-
science, and that is the way the debate
will be maintained.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, I
am glad the Senator from Minnesota
places that interpretation upon my re-
marks, because it was my intent and
purpose to encourage responsibility in
foreign policy.

Before yielding the floor, I wish to say
to the Senator from Minnesota that I
am extremely pleased that earlier in the
debate he spoke about the responsibility
of our own Democratic leadership in the
Senate. Both he and I realize that oc-
casionally some of our liberal friends
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have been critical of the Democratic ma-
jority leader of the Senate. I am rela-
tively new to the Senate, as compared to
the service here of the Senator from
Minnesota. But I wish to say that I, for
one, glory in the fact and rejoice in the
fact that the Democratic Members of
this body have so responsible a leader as
the senior Senator from Texas [Mr.
Jonnson]. There have been many oc-
casions, as is evident to anyone who is
familiar with American politics, when
the Democratic leader could have used
demagoguery or opportunism—if we wish
to use those descriptive terms—to stand
against such administration proposals as
foreign aid, the continued program of
giving a certain measure of assistance to
Tito, the reciprocal trade program, and
other features of the administration’s
foreign policy, many of which were in-
herited from previous administrations,
and rightly so. I am very proud that
the senior Senator from Texas [Mr.
JoHnsoN] has not used those political
openings, but that, instead, he has placed
what he considers to be the welfare of
his country above certain ephemeral po-
litical opportunities for his party. Ihave
felt great pride and faith in that fact.
It seems to me that when we read the
history of these times, we shall find that
the occasions when statesmanship has
been demonstrated in our country have
been those when the welfare of our coun-
try has been placed ahead of temporary
political advantage. Every one of us
familiar with the state of public opinion
in the Nation realizes that there is a
great deal of political hay to be made
out of blind, reckless denunciation of
foreign aid or of certain international
policies or of reciprocal-trade agree-
ments, particularly in areas where cer=-
tain industries or certain persons legiti-
mately feel that their businesses or jobs
may have been hurt by reciprocal trade.

I feel that the Democratic majority

leader of the Senate has certainly dem-

onstrated a high order of statesmanship
when he has not taken narrow or par-
tisan advantage of his political oppor-
tunities on occasions when he has felt
the national welfare demanded that we
support the administration, no matter
how unpopular its policies might be.
I wish to associate myself with the re-
marks of the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. HuMPHREY] about the character-
istic statesmanship of our majority
leader, the senior Senator from Texas
[Mr. JounsoN], in those instances and
circumstances.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Oregon yield further
tome?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SparkMAN in the chair). Does the Sen-
ator from Oregon yield to the Senator
from Minnesota?

Mr. NEUBERGER. I yield.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am very happy
that the Senator from Oregon has made
those comments. They bring to my
mind the fact that a political party
does not have to be unanimous in order
to have unity. Certainly there is a great
deal of difference between unanimity and
unity, as we have stated many times on
this floor. Unity leaves room for differ-
ences based on respect for the points of
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view of others and their background and
their outlook and their experience.
Unanimity means enforced discipline
which would leave no room for differ-
ences of opinion.

Let me say that I have not always
voted as the majority leader has re-
quested or as he himself has voted. But
I believe it fair to say that we have had
leadership which has been considerate
and temperate and experienced, and at
all times has put the welfare of the
country above all else. The majority
leader has an excellent record in the
field of international relations, in par-
ticular. This has been to the benefit of
the administration.

As the Senator from Oregon knows,
our majority leader once said to us that
he did not view the role of the opposition
as one of simply opposing. Instead, he
has used the role of the opposition as
being that of opposing when we believe
that the majority or the administration
is wrong, and of supporting it when we
believe it is right. That does not elim-
inate constructive debate—either on the
pending joint resolution or any other
subject.

In the case of the pending measure,
there is considerable argument, because
there are doubts and uncertainties about
it. When the vote on the pending joint
resolution is taken, we must vote either
for it or against it; we cannot vote
“maybe.” I have often said to my con-
stituents that when we come to decide
about one of the primary issues, I often
wish there were a column “down the
middle.” Often there is talk about going
down the middle of the road; and such
8 course is supposed to be a safe one.
However, when we vote on a bill or other
measure, we must either vote for it or
vote against if; we must either vote
“yea” or “nay”; there is no “maybe”
column, which might help one be popu-
lar with many persons.

The purpose of the debate is to give
us an opportunity to express any doubts
or misgivings we may have, as well as to
give us an opportunity to express our
convictions. Finally, when the debate
has concluded, we resolve the issue by
voting. That is what will happen in the
case of the pending joint resolution.

That is what the majority leader
stated in his opening remarks, after the
joint resolution was called up. He pro-
posed that there be thorough debate,
that there be responsible debate. He
urged that the debate not be limited,
that there be no attempt to cut off any
reasonable degree of participation in the
debate or of examination of the details
of the pending measure. But he pointed
out that ultimately we must vote on the
joint resolution. I believe that the peo-
ple of the country should know that
that is what we wish to do, and that
there is a determination here not to
stall, not to play politics with the joing
resolution, but to examine it and evalu-
ate it, and then decide about it, and to
express our decision by means of our
vote.

Mr, NEUBERGER. Mr. President, I
thank the distinguished Senator from
Minnesota for his very cogent and ef-
fective remarks.
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Mr. President, if no other Senator de-
sires me to yield to him, I now relinquish
the fioor.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina
obtained the floor.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator from South Carolina yield to
me, to permit me to suggest the absence
of a quorum?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I
yield for that purpose.

Mr. LONG. Then, Mr. President, 1
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll,
and the following Senators answered to
their names:

Aiken Gore Morton
Allott Green Mundt
Anderson Hayden Murray
Barrett Hennings Neely
Beall Hickenlooper Neuberger
Bennett Hill O’Mahoney
Bible Holland Pastore
Blakley Payne
Bricker Humphrey Potter
Bush Ives Purtell
Butler Jackson Revercomb
Javits Robertson
Capehart Jenner Russell
Carlson Johnson, Tex. Saltonstall
Carroll Johnston, 8. C. Schoeppel
Case, N.J KEefauver ott
Case, S. Dak. Kennedy Smathers
Chavez Kerr Smith, Maine
Church Knowland Smith, N. J.
Clark Kuchel Sparkman
Cooper Lausche Stennis
Cotton Long Symington
Dirksen Magnuson Talmadge
Douglas Malone Thurmond
Dworshak Mansfield Thye
Eastland Martin, Jowa Watkins
Ellender MeCarthy Wiley
Ervin McClellan Williams
Flanders McNamara Young
Frear Monroney
Goldwater Morse

The PRESIDING OFFICER
PayNE in the chair).
present.

(Mr.
A gquorum is

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that when
the Senate concludes its business today
it stand in adjournment until 12 o’clock
noon tomorrow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Neu-
BERGER in the chair)., Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered.

PROMOTION OF PEACE AND STA-
BILITY IN THE MIDDLE EAST

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 19) to
authorize the President to undertake
economic and military cooperation with
nations in the general area of the Middle
East in order to assist in the strengthen-
ing and defense of their independence.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, I believe that each Sena-
tor present knows that what I shall have
to say here today is not said because I
am a Democrat. What I shall say will be
the same as what I said when the Demo-
crats were in office. I take the same po-
gition in matters of this kind, whether it
be under a Democratic or a Republican
administration.

Mr. President, I am bitterly opposed
to the so-called Eisenhower doctrine. I
am opposed to it in its watered-down ver-
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sion. It has not, in my judgment, been
watered down enough. It should be
watered down to the point that unless
we are prepared to stop aggression every-
where, aggression by the large nations as
well as by the small nations, we should
not attempt to stop it anywhere. Unless
all the nations, who are members of the
United Nations, contribute their pro rata
share of manpower and resources, then
I contend we should refrain from carry-
ing the sole responsibility. Though the
United States is the leader of the free
world, ours should not be the sole re-
sponsibility of policing the entire world,
We simply do not possess sufficient man-
power, nor do we possess the material
resources to stop aggression everywhere.

We have stopped England and France.
We have not stopped Israel. To adopt
an inconsistent, immoral position of
forcing our friends to stop aggression
against their rights, and then of assum-
ing the responsibility of preventing ag-
gression ourselves, and on the other hand
of winking at aggression by Russia
against Hungary and other satellite
countries and of preventing aggression
by India or by China, is wrong. Our
actions in this regard are neither justi-
fied nor are they moral.

Our foreign policy under the President
is disastrous. It is fraught with danger
to the lives of our American boys and
with danger from the standpoint of the
waste of our material resources. Our
foreign policy under the President and
Secretary Dulles is bankrupt in its prin-
ciples and purposes.

Let me prove the charges.

The President proposes to do now, at
a late date and under circumstances and
grave handicaps—which, by the way, he
himself has created—what the President
prevented others from doing when quick
and certain success would have attended
our efforts.

The resolution which the President
wishes us to pass proposes to do now just
the opposite of what he earlier prevented
others from doing with their own man-
power and at their own expense. This
happened when the Suez crisis first arose
and was at its height.

The President said in substance last
year when the crisis in the Middle East
was at its peak that he “could not con-
ceive of the use of military force as a
good solution.” At what point did he
get this conception?

What he must have meant was that
the use of military force by England,
France, and Israel was not a good solu-
tion. But, in essence, he now says give
me 200 million extra dollars and the
right—in advance of a declaration of
war by the Congress—to use American
forces wherever I please. The President
helped to create a vacuum in the Middle
East by causing the forces of England,
France, and Israel to withdraw from
that area. The President’s resolution
would fill that vacuum with our own men
and material strength. What other de-
duction can a fair and objective mind
reach?

Mr. President, how long, oh, how long,
will the American people permit them-
selves to be the stooges of the divergent
forces which are at work today?
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If it was wrong for England and
France to prevent the confiscation or
nationalization of the Suez Canal Co.
with their own men and own resources,
what right have we to subject our Ameri-
can boys and girls and our American
resources to about the same purpose and
in the same undertaking? The Presi-
dent wants Congress to give him a blank
check and an absolute grant of power
and, at the same time, subject the use
and deployment of such power and
money according to the mandates and
edicts of the United Nations. Such ac-
tion gives Russia a veto over what we
may wish to do. The Congress must give
up its veto power and hand it over to
Russia in the Security Council.

The President wants us to bypass our
constitutional requirements on the one
hand, but, on the other hand, he wants
us to subordinate our actions to the man-
dates of the United Nations. In what
a predicament such a lack of regard for
our constitutional form of government
can involve us. Shall we again give in
to Russia’s veto on the pretense that
we need to do so to halt Russian infil- -
tration?

The Constitution of the United States
is more sacred to me than the charter
or a thousand charters of the United Na-
tions. A charter which permits force
against the weak and restrains force
against the strong is not much of a char-
ter to me. A rule which does not work
both ways is a poor rule to me.

A few dates and a few events will prove
the truth of the charges I make. Let us
look at the facts. They are not in dis-
pute. Let us look at the events as they
have occurred. The timetable of them
is clear. The recorded events are not
now subject to argument. The obvious
deductions from them may spell just as
disastrous an adventure as we experi-
enced in Korea.

Here is the recent history of world
events in their date order. In Ilate
July—July 26, 1956—Nasser announced
that he was nationalizing the Suez Canal
Co. Nationalization without prompt,
adequate, and just compensation is con-
fiscation. Such has been our national
policy from the beginning of our history
as a Nation.

Who dares to deny this? Did the
President complain that Egypt had
broken her treaty obligations when
Egypt nationalized this private corpora-
tion, the Suez Canal Co.? Did the Presi-
dent complain about Egypt’s immoral act
of violating her duty to mankind? Did
the President address himself to the
question of Egypt’'s compliance with in-
ternational law? Notatall. His efforts
were directed principally to restrain
England and France from protecting the
rights of their citizens and their Gov-
ernments as the stockholders in the Suez
Canal Co. He wishes to punish Israel
now because she is unwilling to be
strangled to death.

We should bear in mind also that when
that event was taking place, there was a
treaty in existence between Egypt and
England under which England had the
right to go in there to protect the Suez
Canal.

High level diplomatic talks began on
August 1, 1956. Mr. Murphy, Assistant
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Secretary of State, was first dispatched
to London. ‘Then Mr. Dulles suddenly
flew back from South America and mi-
grated after him within a few days.
Throughout the month of August 1956
we talked, and talked, and proposed fur-
ther discussions. Other nations were
called into conference. Not one word
came from the White House in condem=-
nation of the international ‘banditry
being practiced by Nasser on the stock-
holders of the Suez Canal Co.

The negotiations which started in
August failed in September of 1956.
Every proposal for a solution of the crisis
created by Nasser’s piracy failed.

Russia seized the turn of events in her
favor. Through her western doors, she
used her might to repress the uprisings
in Budapest. Hungary became a bloody
battleground for the further practice of
Russian tyranny.

On October the 25th, a few days before
the election, the President said it was
not necessary to call a special meeting of
the United Nations to consider the un-
rest in the Middle East or, for that
matter, for any other action. The Presi-
dent satisfied himself and the situation
by saying:

The United States deplores the Interven-
tion of the Soviet military forces.

The puppet government of Hungary
has defled the United Nations. That
government will not even let the Secre-
tary General of the United Nations pay
it a visit. The Secretary General can-
not observe what is going on in Hungary
much less stop it. The President has
vet to denounce the international thiev-
ery of Nasser. But look. When Israel
sent her forces into the Sinai Peninsula
of Egypt and was within 20 miles of the
Suez Canal, and England and France, on
October 30, 1956, sent Egypt an ulti-
matum, the President dispatched to
England and France a ‘“vigorous and
emphatic protest.”

In desperation, on October 31, 1956,
England and France started troop move-
ments into Egypt.

The President then took to the air-
waves and in a broadcast on October 31
finally declared:

We took our first measure in this action
yesterday. We went to the United Nations
with a request that the forces of Israel re-
turn to their own line and that hostilities
in the area be brought to a close—there,
with no veto operating, the opinion of the
world can be brought to bear.

Why had not the President brought
the opinion of the world to bear on
Nasser in his confiscations in July? Why
had not the President done more than
“deplore” the Russian action in Hun-
gary and in Russia’s earlier depredations
in the satellite countries? What about
bringing world opinion to bear on Rus-
sia? What rule of law is there that is
worth a continental that does not apply
equally to the strong as it should to the
weak?

I hold no brief for England. I hold
no brief for France. I hold no brief for
Israel. I owe my loyalty and my re-
sponsibility to the boys and girls of
America, to their mothers and to their
fathers. I owe an obligation to the eco-
nomic welfare of all the people of the

‘count.

‘ranted.
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United States. Why should we play a

‘game of international chess with the

blood of our boys and girls? Why
should we waste our economic well-being
and permit Russia to hold the check rein
of a veto over our actions?

Mr. President, it never occurred to the
President to protest Egypt’s unlawful ac-
tions in her seizure of the canal com-
pany. Deploring Russia’s use of force
in Hungary is quite a different thing
from wanting to use our boys and girls
and our own money to do what we had
theretofore prevented France, England,
and Israel from doing on their own ac-
These dates and these events
compound a situation that requires more

.explanation than we have yet been given.

The Secretary of State is facile of speech,
easy with the gift of explanation, but the
reason for our doing what we are now
asked to do is a poor excuse for having
prevented our true and tried allies from
assuming the job on their own responsi-
bility.

Talk not to me about our actions con-
forming to the mandates of the United
Nations. Our actions in Korea con-
formed to the mandates of the United
Nations. By conforming we suffered in
excess of 150,000 casualties. That is the
kind of conformity that I, as one Amer-
ican, want no more of. How soon are
we to forget that we furnished more than
90 percent of the manpower and more
than 85 percent of the materials in that
fiasco? In Korea, we lost the only war
in history in which we were ever engaged.
We lost it when we could have won it.
We lost it under the charm and direc-
tion of the United Nations. We will lose
another war, a more costly war, unless
every member of the United Nations pays
its proportionate share of the cost of
every such police action, not only in man-
power, but in material resources. Must
we be the banker for the world both in
manpower and material wealth?

Shall we continue to be the blood bank
for the world?

I ask again, When will the American
people awaken to the disaster that
awaits us when we attempt to erush the
weak and merely scold the wrongdoings
of the strong? Such actions do not help
the morals of the world one iota. They
only further weaken and hurt wus.
Weaken, I mean, our own United States.

Moral leadership is fine. I admire
moral leadership. I adore moral lead-
ership. But I detest intellectual dis-
honesty. I detest immorality that per-
mits the strong to run rampant in
committing violations which result in the
weak knuckling under to the forces of
the strong. I say in substance with the
leader of the Republican side in this
Chamber, that such a course of conduct
by us is immoral, unjustified, and unwar-
I say in substance with the
leader on our side of the aisle, that it is
wrong to pressure only one side of a two-
sided dispute. No amount of juggling of
words, twisted phrases, doubletalk,
schoolteacher approach, or radio adapta-
tion of “Father knows best” from the
President or his wandering boy, Secre-
tary Dulles, can convince me that it is
moral for Russia to erush Hungary, but
that it is improper for England and
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France to protect their property inter-
ests in the Suez Canal Co. This im-
morality of action is compounded a thou-
sand times and made infinitely worse
from every point of view I hold when
it is proposed that we, in America, shall
now do what we prevented others from
doing on their own account and in their
own interests.

In November we voted with Russia
and Egypt for a cease-fire. We voted
against England, France, and Israel.

In the early days of November, just
before - the election, the British and
French invaded Egypt. The Russians
had already sent their armored tanks
into. Hungary. At about the same time,
Bulganin proposed that Russia and the
United States intervene in Egypt to halt
invasion there. A White House spokes-
man said:

Neither the Soviet nor any other military
forces should now enter the Middle East
except under a United Nations mandate.

Nothing was said then to the effect
that the United States should use its own
forces under a United Nations mandate
to oppose Russian forces from infiltrating
the Middle East. The threat then was
greater than it is today. While the
threat of the use of force in Egypt and
Hungary was at its peak, the President
flew, on November 10, to Gettysburg to
tramp over his place and look after his
livestock.

The oil shortage in Western Europe
was being felt to the great detriment of
all our allies in NATO. Rationing in
Europe was being enforced. People were
suffering from the slow-down in indus-
try. Others were suffering from insuf-
ficient heating oil. The clarion call for
the protection of law and order and the
preservation of peace was sounded by the
then Prime Minister of England. Here
are Mr. Eden’s words:

Surely it was never the Intention that, if
the United Nations could not act, its mem-
bers should not be allowed to take action to
protect the interests of peace itself—if we
renounce the use of force when law cannot
command order, then we are in fact under-
mining the rule of law. We are leaving the
world open to the lawbreakers.

It was not until December 12 that the
General Assembly condemned Russia’s
cruel actions in Hungary. All the while,
the Secretary General of the United Na-
tions was forbidden even to enter Hun-
gary; much less did the use of force to
repel force there receive any considera-
tion. If it was wrong for England to in-
vade Egypt to prevent the theft of her
property, was it right for Russia to con-
tinue to steal the freedom of millions of
suffering Hungarians?

Such a contradiction of positions is so
immoral and so hopelessly insolvent as to
bankrupt any national policy which
pursues it.

On January 5, 1957, 2 days after the
Congress was convened, on Saturday, if
you please, before any of our committees
had been organized, the stage was set for
the great drama. The President came
before us with all the trimmings, fanfare,
and scenery of an announcement of
world-shaking proportions, Someone
around the President leaked the news to
the press before he spoke to us. This
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was to condition us as to what was com-
ing: That communism was threatening
to invade the Middle East; that the Reds
were again on the march; that Syria was
being weakened by Communist inroads.
That the Middle East countries were be-
ing subverted; that infiltration was
raging; that freedom again was being
imperiled. All these things were a part
of the buildup. The President politely
reversed, on January 5, 1957, the position
he took in the fall, during the ecrisis in
the Middle East, for he then said:
The use of force is Inconceivable.

On January 5, 1957, the President re-
quested an extra $200 million over and
above the other hundreds and hundreds
of millions of dollars we have appropri-
ated to prevent Russian aggression by
infiltration. He asked us to waive our
constitutional duty. He did not propose
that England, France, and Israel return
to Egypt, so as to help prevent the de-
struction of their national interests and
their properties in those countries and
in Egypt.

We have only one excuse to enter the
Middle East with our own boys and girls
and spend our own national wealth there.
That excuse is wrapped up in the ques-
tion: Is it in our own national interest
to do so? If it is, then is it in our own
national interest to prevent our allies
from doing likewise or from helping us
now?

Our entering now is inconsistent with
our preventing the entrance of our tra-
ditional allies. This situation, however
confused and confusing, cannot be
dressed up in other terms, no matter
what words are employed or how they
may be distorted in their meaning. On
what terms does the President now wish
to have this extraordinary power? This
is the most exfraordinary situation I
have ever known. He wants the Con-
gress to abdicate its constitutional func-
tion to declare war, and yet to make that
abdication subject to the changing, un-
certain, unreliable, undependable, and
vacillating moods, opinions, mandates,
or edicts of the conglomeration of na-
tions constituting the United Nations.
Such a proposition to me is as preposter-
ous as it is unwise. I shall have none of
it. Not a bit of it is worth a single drop
of blood of any humble American boy or
girl who has been the pride and joy of a
helpless American mother or a devoted
American father. None of such blood in
such a cause will stain my vote on the
President’s resolution. I am for Amer-
ica's interests first. I shall vote for
American interests first. Shall we spend
our money, squa.nder our resources, and
spill our blood, as the President on Janu-
ary 5, 1957, said: “Consonant with the
actions and recommendations of the
United Nations”?

Perish the thought. Perish the plan.
Perish the resolution that will permit
another American life to be lost under
the wishy-washy, inconsistent policies of
the phrasemakers who deceive, beguile,
and mislead the American people.

This policy under the resclution re-
lieves the President from “consulting”
the Congress, but requires him to con-
form his actions “consonant” with the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

“actions and recommendations” of the
United Nations. Before any American
boy is sent off to fizht Communist aggres-
sion in the Middle East or elsewhere, I
want the American Bill of Rights to go
with him. I want him to have the op-
portunity to win his fight. I want him
to come home after his victory. Ido not
want these rights to be subject to Rus-
sia’s veto in the United Nations. Every
excuse to sidestep the Constitution and
the will of the Congress is the best reason
I know why we as American representa-
tives should withhold our consent. A
blank check of money and authority is
the demand of every one wishing dicta-
torial powers. Hitler got one. Tojo
was clothed with that kind of authority.
Mussolini possessed such advance power.
I shall withhold my vote to entrust such
power to any man.

We would be led to believe by many
members of the press that this advance
grant of power, this go-ahead signal of
authority, is necessary to ward off the
subtle growth communistic subver-
sion. This to me is sc much tommyrot.
The evidence before the Internal Secu-
rity Subcommittee, of which I am a mem-
ber, does not justify such a conclusion.
The truth of the matter is, and I add to
it Chairman WALTER’S statement as fur-
ther proof, that we have opened the very
doors of our country to thousands of
Communists by our do-good policy to-
ward the Hungarians. Many Commu-
nists have recently entered our country
asrefugees. Let me ask the simple ques-
fion, What would have happened to the
United States in 1776 if the patriots of
the American colonies had fled to Can-
ada or Mexico? There would have been
no America as we know it today. We do
not overcome communism by running
from it. Neither do the Hungarians.
I grieve for suffering humanity wherever
it suffers. I mourn the loss of freedom
wherever it is being lost. But when we
run from communism, we strengthen it.
Yet when we stand by, persevere, fight,
and suffer, we can overcome it.

The myth of the communistic infil-
tration in the Middle East as the reason
for the President’s resolution disap-
peared as a mist before the rising sun
when King Saud in one of his latest
press releases said he did not feel that the
Middle East was in danger of subver-
sion from communism. The Arab World
looks to Mecca. Russia would not dare
to break the ties of the Arabs or to pre-
vent their facing Mecea. The leaders
in other Arabian countries seconded the
note of King Saud, namely, that the
Arabian countries had no fear of the
growth of communism among them.
Thus, in one fell swoop, falls the scare-
crow of communism., The window dress-
ing afforded by this reason—growth of
communism—has to be pulled aside. In
my judgment—and there is much evi-
dence before the Internal Security Sub-
committee and much evidence before
the House Un-American Activities Sub-
committee to sustain this judgment—
we have received, through the refugees
admitted to this country from Hungary,
more Communist agents than today are
operating from Russia in all the Middle
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Eastern countries. I fear that that is
so. If the President must consult the
United Nations before he acts in the
Middle East, that is the best reason in
the whole wide world why he should
consult the Congress. Why is it that
he can wait to consult the United Na-
tions, but that he cannot wait until
the Congress is consulted and until it
acts? I should like to have someone
answer that question. Do the Members
of Congress not represent the American
people? When, oh when, will America
come first? Why should we neglect our
own people? Why should we continue
to look after, suffer, bleed, and dic for
others? All the while, we continue to
neglect our own. When will our national
leaders begin pulling for America first?
When will we cease sending billions of
dollars to other countries, when there is
so much need for a few hundred thou=-
sand dollars here at home? Consider
the present situation of the farmers of
our country, some of whom are in dire
need of a small loan, in order fo make
a crop this year. But it is said that
America cannot afford to make such
small loans—not gifts—to farmers in the
United States.

We drive away and antagonize our
friends with whom we were allied in two
world conflicts. We pull them away
when they are seeking to protect their
national interests. I refer to England
and France. We assert that the use of
force is inconceivable, Before the echo
of his words has died away, the Presi-
dent says on a Saturday, in true sports-
manship style, that it is necessary fo
clothe him in advance with power fo use
force whenever he feels it is necessary,
wherever he feels it is necessary, and
against whomever he feels it is necessary.
‘Such a policy lacks responsibility. Such
a policy lacks statesmanship. Such a
policy is dangerous. The truth of the
enfire matter is that he wants to place
the Congress “behind the eight ball.”

Such policy, on the other hand, is the
very essence of irresponsibility. Repre-
sentative government is being destroyed,
democracy is being destroyed, and free-
dom itself seeps down the drain, when
we give any man, whoever he may be,
the power of life or death over American
lives and property, as is now proposed by
President Eisenhower to be given—even
to him.

‘When Congress yields its powers to the
President, without limitation or restric-
tion, what is left of the Constitution?
When the Constitution is gone, what is
left except the concentration of power
in the President? As Woodrow Wilson
once said “Such concentration precedes
the death of human freedom.”

The sun does not shine today on any
man in America to whom such power
should be given. The sun has never
shone on any President of the United
States to whom I would entrust any such:
power.

In connection with the pending joint
resolution, there is more at stake in hu-
man freedom, in human liberty, and in
free government everywhere than meets
the ordinary eye. Bit by bit, our Consti-
tution has been interpreted in such a way
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that human freedom and the way of life
in America, as we and our forebears
have known it and loved it, are gradu-
ally being whittled away. Now the right
of Congress under the Constitution to
“declare war” is to be transferred to the
President. The lights of the past, the
wisdom of the years, the experience of
our forebears, their sufferings and the
sacrifices of our ancestors, must now be
laid aside, forgotten, forsaken, and neg-
lected. We shall rue the day when we
grant such a power. Let us return now
to responsible, representative democracy.
Let us not abdicate our constitutional
funetions and pass even a watered-down
version of the joint resolution demanded
by the President. Watered-down poison
is no less poisonous. Poison thus be-
comes slackened in its death-dealing ef-
fect, but gradually and in the end it is
fatal—fatal, in this case, to the best form
of government ever devised in all re-
corded history by the toil, sacrifice, and
brain of man. I say the very foundation
of free government can be destroyed un-
less we are willing now to return to our
ancient moorings and our enduring
landmarks.

The net effect of what the President
said in his latest broadcast on the Middle
Eastern situation is that the weak, God-
fearing nations must suffer because they
are vulnerable, while a strong, atheistic
country, such as Russia, must be side-
stepped because she is strong, What an
even-handed way to administer justice.
To 1ae, that is a novel concept of morality
and international justice. Can such a
policy be reconciled with any law of God
or man that gives hope of enduring the
test of time? The President, by his lat-
est announcement, shows that expedi-
ency, not justice, prompts his actions
and motivates his joint resolution. My
duty in the matter is clear. My purpose
will not be diverted. I will not forsake
justice. I will not pursue the easy path
of expediency. I will vote my conviction
that no more American blood shall be
shed in a fruitless, purposeless enterprise.
I will not vote to give up the constitu-
tional right of the Congress, when neces-
sary, to declare war.

APPOINTMENTS BY THE VICE
PRESIDENT

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
LauscHE in the chair). The Chair has
been requested by the Vice President to
announce for him the following appoint-
ments:

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr,
KEerr] to be a member of the Joint Com-
mittee on Reduction of Nonessential Fed-
eral Expenditures, to fill the vacancy
caused by the retirement from the Sen-
ate of the Honorable Walter F. George.

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Crarx] to be a member of the District of
Columbia Auditorium Commission, vice
the Senator from Michigan [Mr. Mc-
Namaral, resigned.

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. NeU-
BERGER] to be a member of the Franklin
Delano Roosevelt Memorial Commission,
to fill the vacancy caused by the retire-
ment from the Senate of Hon. Herbert H.
Lehman.
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PROMOTION OF PEACE AND STABIL-
ITY IN THE MIDDLE EAST

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 19) to
authorize the President to undertake
economic and military cooperation with
nations in the general area of the Middle
East in order to assist in the strengthen-
ing and defense of their independence.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll,
and the following Senators answered to
their names:

Alken Gore Morton
Allott Green Mundt
Anderson Hayden Murray
Barrett Hennings Neely
Beall Hickenlooper Neuberge=
Bennett Hill O'Mahc
Bible Holland Pastore
Blakley Hruska FPayne
Bricker Humphrey Potter
Bush Ives Purtell
Butler Jackson Revercomb
Byrd Javits Robertson
Capehart Jenner Russell
Carlson Johnson, Tex. Saltonstall
Carroll Johnston, 8. C. Schoeppel
Case, N. J. Kefauver Scott
Case, 8. Dak. KEennedy Smathers
Chavez Kerr Smith, Maine
Church Enowland Smith, N. J.
Clark Kuchel Sparkman
Cooper Lausche Stennis
Cotton Long Symington
Dirkeen Magnuson Talmadge
Douglas Malone Thurmond
Dworshak Mansfield Thye
Eastland Martin, Jowa Watkins
Ellender MeCarthy Wiley
Ervin McClellan Williams
Flanders McNamara Young
Frear Monroney

Goldwater Morse

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo-
rum is present.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President,
what is the pending question before the
Senate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute, which
is open to amendment.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, on be-
half of the Senator from Virginia [Mr,
Byrpl, the Senator from Mississippi
[Mr. Stennis], and myself, I send for-
ward an amendment to the committee’s
substitute which I ask to have staied.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment offered by the Senator from
Georgia will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK., In lieu of the
matter proposed to be inserted by the
committee’s amendment, it is proposed
to insert the following:

That the United States regard as vital to
the national interests and world peace the
preservation of the independence and in-
tegrity of the nations of the Middle East.
To this end, if the President determines
the necessity thereof, the United States is
prepared to use Armed Forces to assist any
nation or group of nations requesting as-
sistance against armed aggression from any
country controlled by international com-
munism: Provided, That such employment
shall be consonant with the treaty obli-
gations of the United States and with the
Charter of the United Nations.

Sec. 2. This joint resolution shall expire
when the President shall determine that
the peace and security of the nations in the
general area of the Middle East are reasonably
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assured by international conditions created
by action of the United Nations or other-
wise except that it may be terminated earlier
by a concurrent resolution of the two Houses
of Congress.

Amend the title so as to read: “Joint res-
olution to promote peace and stability in the
Middle East.”

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I was
not able to be on the floor earlier today,
and I did not know whether the leader-
ship had announced any definite time at
which the Senate would adjourn this
afternoon. I observe that it is now
quarter to 6 o’clock. I intend to address
myself to this amendment, which is in
the nature of a substitute, not at any
great length, but I should prefer not to
do so this afterncon. I should prefer
to proceed tomorrow after the conclusion
of the morning business. If the leader-
ship wishes to stay here longer this
afternoon I have no alternative but to
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Georgia suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum?

Mr. RUSSELL. In the absence of any
other procedure that might be taken
at this time, Mr. President, I do suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll
and the following Senators answered to
their names:

Alken Gore Morton
Allott Green Mundt
Anderson Hayden Murray
Barrett Hennings Neely
Beall Hickenlooper Neuberger
Bennett Hill O'Mahoney
Bible Holland Pastore
Blakley Hruska Payne
Bricker Humphrey Potter
Bush Ives Purtell
Butler Jackson Revercomb
Byrd Javits Robertson
Capehart Jenner Russell
Carlson Johnson, Tex. Saltonstall
Carroll Johnston, 8. C. Schoeppel
Case, N. J. Kefauver Scott
Cage, S. Dak, Kennedy Smathers
Chavez Eerr Smith, Maine
Church Enowland Smith, N. J.
Clark Kuchel Bparkman
Cooper Lausche Stennis
Cotton Long Symington
Dirksen Magnuson Talmadge
Douglas Malone Thurmond
Dworshak Mansfield Thye
Eastland Martin, Iowa  Watkins
Ellender MecCarthy Wiley
Ervin MeClellan Williams
Flanders McNamara Young
Frear Monroney

Goldwater Morse

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo-
rum is present.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, we are confronted with a very rare
and unusual situation in the Senate: We
have Senators who do not desire to speak
and do not desire to vote. Most of the
time there are plenty of Senators who
wish to address the Senate.

We have had a quorum call in the hope
that we could get Senators to come to the
floor and express themselves on the
pending joint resolution.

Mr. President, if no Senator cares to
speak this evening, I am prepared to
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move that, pursuant to the order pre-
viously entered, the Senate stand in ad-
Jjournment until tomorrow.

Mr. President, I so move.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6
o’clock and 6 minutes p. m.) the Senate
adjourned, the adjournment being, under
the order previously entered, until to-
morrow, Wednesday, February 27, 1957,
at 12 o’clock meridian.

NOMINATION

Executive nomination received by the
Senate February 26, 1957:
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Olin Hatfield Chilson, of Colorado, to be
Under Secretary of the Interior, vice Clarence
A. Davis, resigned.
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Tuespay, FEBruAry 26, 1957

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp,
D. D, offered the following prayer:

Eternal God, our Heavenly Father, we
thank Thee for this new day. May we
rejoice and be glad in it.

We gratefully acknowledge that always
and everywhere Thou art ministering
unto our many needs, sustaining and
supporting us in our weakness and re-
straining and guiding us in our strength.

Hear us in our prayers of intercession
for all who are the victims of difficult
and tragic circumstances.

Help us to cultivate a nobler skill in
the art of brotherly living, and may our
minds and hearts sense the high value
and eternal worth of all human souls.

Grant that we may hasten the coming
of that glorious day of prediction when
every need shall be supplied.

In Christ’s name we bring our petition.
Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of
vesterday was read and approved.

BUILDING ON SAND

Mrs. GRANAHAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentlewoman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mrs. GRANAHAN. Mr. Speaker,
throughout the long period of negotia-
tions, conferences, statements, speeches,
announcements and proposed deals for
achieving peace in the Middle East, many
of us have been impressed by the hope-
lessness of building something durable
on sand.

Much of our Government's approach
and many of the proposals put forward
by Secretary Dulles have apparently
been based entirely on an assumption of
good faith and an assumption of coopera-
tion from Egypt’'s Nasser.

Isn’t that attempting to build on sand?
Hasn't the Egyptian dictator shown that
any arrangement he enters into is only
at best a temporary policy which he will
repudiate at will?
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As a very new Member of Congress, I
certainly do not presume to tell the Presi-
dent how to run his job. I do not pre-
tend to be a great expert in foreign pol-
icy. I am seeking to learn the duties of
being a Member of Congress and I am
trying hard to become familiar with the
operation of our Government generally.
I admit I have much to learn.

Nevertheless, I should think by now it
would be obvious to anyene in our Gov-
ernmernt, and particularly anyone as-
signed to responsible duties in connection
with foreign poliey, that before attempt-
ing to settle this far-reaching crisis in
the Middle East on the basis of what we
hope Nasser might be willing to do, that
we make sure we know his real inten-
tions.

Much of the difficulty in getting Israel
out of the areas the U. N. says Israel
should evacuate is based on the plain fact
that Nasser has agreed to and then re-
pudiated a series of understandings
which turned out to be insincere, or at
least turned out to be misunderstandings.
As long as we let policy be set that way,
any peace will be built on Egyptian sand.

THE UNITED NATIONS AND EGYPT

Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for
1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, the Ameri-
can conscience is uneasy, as it views
our Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde foreign
policy.

No word of criticism for Egypt which
still stands in contempt of a U. N. reso-
lution, but righteous indignation and
threats of sanctions against Israel under
similar circumstances.

How to reconcile these opposites?

It just cannot be done without treating
both alike.

Is the leadership we contribute to the
United Nations to be based on military
assistance and economic aid, accom-
panied by secret diplomacy that is as
variable as the wind?

This does not satisfy Americans.

Diplomats must never forget that the
conduct of foreign policy cannot be
alienated from public opinion here in the
United States.

Our people are known for their sense
of fair play.

They do not believe in the doctrine of
expediency, whereby a small nation is
pressed to the limit, while a larger na-
tion, guilty of brutal aggression, goes un-
punished.

The United Nations can never com-
mand the confidence and support of
mankind, unless it establishes a consist-
ent policy. And for that, in the present
state of the world, it must depend upon
just leadership on the part of the United
States.

There must be no sanctions against
Israel unless similar sanctions are in-
voked against Egypt, Communist Russia,
and India.

Obviously all this eannot be done on
the basis of votes and vetoes.
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But there is another imperative at
work, namely, justice.

What is the rule for them must be the
rule for Israel, until such time as there
is equal justice for all.

Therefore, Americans oppose sanctions
against Israel.

We realize that Israel must withuruw
from Egypt, but, in return, must have
genuine guaranties that Egypt will not
interfere with the passage of Israeli ship-
ping through the Suez Canal and
through the Gulf of Agaba.

Whatever formula is negotiated to
achieve these ends, as a preliminary to
settlement of the tensions in this area,
will be acceptable to the American people
provided that no sanctions are brought to
bear against Israel.

Otherwise, our Government will ignore
the majority opinion of its own people,
leading to a loss of confidence in its con-
duct of foreign policy.

There must be no sanctions against
Israel.

MARY ANN BARTHOLOMAY—SHE
COOKED THE BEST CHERRY PIE
IN AMERICA

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. KEEATING. Mr, Speaker, I am

leased and honored to announce that
America's best cherry pie baker is in
Washington today. She is Mary Ann
Bartholomay, of Henrietta, N. Y., a resi-
dent of my Congressional district.

After capturing State and regional
awards, Mary Ann just the other day
was chosen the winner of the National
Cherry Pie Baking Contest in Chicago.
She won out over representatives of
every other State, Canada, Alaska, and
Hawaii. It is a high honor, and from all
reports, a well-deserved one.

Mary Ann is the daughter of Mr. and
Mrs. Karl Bartholomay. She is 17 and
a senior at Rush-Henrietta High School,
where she is preparing to become a home
economics major in college. Besides her
cooking proclivities, she has been ex-
tremely active in 4-H work, with the
Youth Fellowship and the junior board
o. the Henrietta Civic Center.

She is in Washington today, accom-
panied by Miss Jane L. Merry, 4-H Club
agent for Monroe County, to present one
of her famous pies to a representative of
President Eisenhower. I am sure the
President will be most appreciative of
this tasty gift.

Mr. Speaker, Mary Ann Bartholomay
proves a point I have long contended—
that the best cooks in America come
from the 38th Congressional District of
New York. I am therefore not surprised
that this award has come to a resident of
that area, but I do want to extend my
heartiest congratulations to this queen
of cherry pies. I wish her many more
years of happiness and success in cook=-
ing and in life.

I am also proud to announce that west-
ern New York’'s far-famed cherry indus-
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try received recognition recently when
H. B, (Pete) Pearson, president of the
Alton Canning Co., was elected president
of the National Cherry Institute. Mr.
Pearson is from Sodus, N. Y., which is,
I believe the largest cherry growing town-
ship in Wayne County of my district,
which is the largest cherry county in New
York State. His elevation to this office
comes as fitting recognition for his out-
standing contributions to the cherry
industry.

ECONOMY IN THE NATIONAL
BUDGET

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, and to revise and extend
my remarks and include a resolution.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. JENKINS. Mr, Speaker, there is
no doubt that there is a great deal of agi-
tation in the country over the matter of
the national budget. We know that the
Honorable George Humphrey, the Secre-
tary of the Treasury, has been suggesting
legislation that will tend to reduce the
budget, and the President himself has
been making efforts in that direction.

However, in practically every section
of the country the agitation for a reduc-
tion of the national budget is keeping up.

Mindful of this situation, I consulted
with some of the Republican Members
from Ohio, and I called a meeting of the
Ohio Republican delegation. We met
yvesterday, February 25, and, after thor-
ough consideration, we adopted resolu-
tions with reference to this important
matter. These resolutions, I think, will
reflect the sentiment of the Ohio citizens
quite generally.

I think this is the first time any sizable
group of the House of Representatives
has spoken its views on this important
matter. - The resolution which was
adopted carries the signatures of all the
Ohio Republican Members and is as fol-
lows:

The Ohio Republican delegation in the
United States House of Representatives, after
careful B'I;de and evaluation, has unani-
mously agreed that a substantial reduction
of the $72-billion budget will be in the best
interests of the people of the United States.

It was further agreed that every proposed
reduction in the budget, which does not
curtail essential services or endanger the se-
curity of our country, will be supported.

The action of the Ohlo Republican delega-
tion is the first of its kind with respect to
the present budget and is in accord with
the admonition of President Eisenhower and
Ohio’s own Secretary of the Treasury, George
M. Humphrey, that Congress exercise its in-
dependent control over Government spend-
ing.

gigners are (by districts):

1. GorooN H. SCHERER.

2. WiLriam E. Hess,

3. PauL F. SCHENCEK.

4, WiLLiam M. McCuLLOCH,

5. CLFF CLEVENGER.

7. CLARENCE J. BROWN,

8. Jackson E. BETTS.

10. THOMAS A. JENKINS.

11. Davip DENNISON,

12. JouN M. VoRYs. 3

13. A. D. BAUMHART, Jr,

14, Wirrtam H. AYRES,

15. JoHN E. HENDERSON.
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16. FravE T. Bow.

17. J. Harey MCGREGOR.
22, FraNcEs P. BOLTON.
23. WiLLiam E. MINSHALL,

PUERTO RICO

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, on
March 2, 1917, there was enacted into
law a bill of far-reaching and para-
mount importance to the people of Puerto
Rico, which bill extended to the people
of Puerto Rico United States citizenship.
The 40th anniversary of the enactment
of that very important and far-reaching
bill will be celebrated on Saturday next.
As the House will not be in session on
Saturday, of course, adequate observa-
tions and exercises in the House cannot
take place on that day. However, it is
fitting and proper that this important
event should not pass this year without
significant notice.

I therefore, Mr. Speaker, ask unani-
mous consent that the Commissioner of
Puerto Rico, Dr. FERNGS-ISERN, be per-
mitted to address the House on Monday
next for one-half hour and that during
such period, if he desires to do so, he may
vield to other Members for the purpose of
appropriate celebration of this very im-
portant event.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts?

There was no objection.

e ———————

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATION BILL, 1958

Mr. KIRWAN. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (H. R. 5189) making appro-
priations for the Department of the In-
terior and related agencies for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1958, and for other
purposes; and pending that motion, Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
general debate be limited to 1 hour, one-
half of the time to be controlled by the
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. JENSEN] and
one-half by myself.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection. i

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from Ohio.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill H. R. 5189, with
Mr. Price in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

Mr. KIRWAN, Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may require.

2613

Mr. Chairman, we have with us again
today the appropriation hill for the De-
partment of the Interior, H. R. 5189.
The budget request submitted this year
for 1958 was in the amount of $515,189,-
700. The appropriation for 1957 was
$458,135,000. The committee recom-
mends $454,395,700 for 1958, $3,739,300
below the bill last year and $60,794,000
below the budget request.

I have always made the statement
when I have spoken on this bill that,
if I had my way, the bill would be for
$1 billion or $2 billion. I meant it then
and I mean it now, because the people
of this Nation have robbed and looted
this great country down through the
centuries since the white man first put
foot in it. And we are paying the pen-
alty today.

We have lost our oil in eastern Penn-
sylvania. We have lost our soil from
erosion, and so forth. Let us stop and
think for a moment of the many mil-
lions of acres of land in Alaska, only 1
percent of which has been surveyed. We
do not even know what we have in
Alaska.

Like everyone else I believe today—
and I mean today—we need economy. I
think back on two points in my own life,
the first in 1907 when this great country
had men in Europe recruiting people
to come over here to work. They were
recruiting them by the thousands. I
remember one July morning in 1907
when I went to work. I want to point
out how little they knew about a depres-
sion. I was working for the United States
Steel Corp. At 7 o’clock in the morning,
they sent the men out to work. At 11
o'clock they got a telegram from New
York telling them to pay the men off
and discharge them. I was one of the
very few who were kept at work at United
States Steel and I remember that they
paid me in scrip. Here was the largest
corporation in America, and they did
not have enough money to pay an em-
ployee in money. That was 1907.

I remember 1929, with the same com-
pany, when the general superintendent
advised the yardmasters that they should
give good service, that there were orders
on the books for 5 years. The next day
came the crash.

In order to economize, your committee
has made every effort to reduce this
bill. We have reduced it 12 percent. At
the same time I think we have brought
in a good bill. We have not made large
cuts in such things as land management,
soil conservation, water resources, for-
estry, minerals research, and so forth.
That is where the wealth of the country
comes from. The $454 million in this bill
represents only $17 million more than
the receipts we are taking in. Had we
heeded the warning of the scientists of
America in the last century, and devel-
oped our resources and protected them,
instead of wasting them through the
years, we would be much better off today.

The committee has disallowed the $40
million requested for the nondefense
subsidy for tungsten, asbestos, fluorspar,
and columbium-tantalum. Take the
item of tungsten. The man who owns
the second-largest mine in the country
comes from the State of Pennsylvania.
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His name is Philip McEenna. He is Mr.
Tungsten himself, He has five refining
plants in this country and is the second-
largest producer of tungsten., The mine
happens to be in the State of Nevada.

This man came into my office and said
if he had to take it to the United States
Supreme Court he was going to stop the
Congress from appropriating this sub-
sidy. They are tired of accepting money
from the United States Government. He
said the Government has an 18-year sup-
ply of tungsten today. They should be
selling enough each year to take it down
to a 5-year stockpile. So we have an 18-
year stockpile of tungsten.

I want to read a letter that he ad-
dressed to Senator MARTIN:

The House Committee on Appropriations
refused to appropriate any more money to
buy tungsten when the Government stock-
plle is now at least 18 years’ supply at present
rate of consumption for all uses in the United
States of America. But I was horrified to
learn that, despite Senator DWORSHAK'S vig-
orous protest, the Senate Committee on Ap-
propriations approved $30 million for that
purpose. Seventy million will be required.
I enclose a graph showing the situation. It
has been a boondoggle since 1940. It has
cost taxpayers about $300 million,

Worse than that, it has taken out of use
$300 milllon of our raw material which
would otherwise be available for refining
and fabrication into cost-saving tools and
machines, for use in industry, which raise
our standard of living in time of peace and
our industrial potential in time of war.
Suppose 96 percent of the leather was in
the hands of the Government while many
people went without shoes? Many people
go without efficient tungsten carbide tools
and appliances by which we may compete
with the world because the Government has
obtalned and sterllized so large a proportion
of the tungsten.

Monday I believe there will be a debate
in the Senate on the subject of the appro-
priation to continue buying tungsten by
appropriating 30 million for that purpose
when the Government already has 18 years’
supply. They should sell it, 5 percent every
year, until it is down to 5 years’ supply.

It harms our industries in Pennsylvania
that we cannot use tungsten more generally
g0 that our efficiency is good and able to
compete. It harms the coal mining indus-
try, the people in many States, to appro-
priate any more money for buying tungsten
not needed for national defense and which
would otherwise be used for improving our
conditions in competitive private industry.

As you know, I have been in this business
since I was a child; my father started the
first good tungsten mine in 1900 in Colo-
rado and we in Pennsylvania made the tool
steel from it.

I speak as a tungsten miner, because I
got the Nevada Scheelite Corp. started 6
yvears ago as a wholly owned subsidiary of
our Pennsylvania company; but nevertheless
I do not want to be subsidized despite the
fact that it has been profitable, moneywise,
to mine tungsten that went into the stock-
pile. I speak as an expert, qualified by 50
years of experience and more years of my
father's experience in the mining, refining,
and fabricating of tungsten. My company
makes 25 percent of all the tungsten carbide
alloy used in the United States of America.
I speak as a taxpayer, both in Pennsylvania,
and as a Federal taxpayer.

I realize that you may not know how silly
it would be to appropriate any more money
to buy tungsten when we have 18 years’
supply. If you believe in my honesty and
intearity, as well as my wisdom in this mat-
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ter, you will voice your opposition to wast-
ing any more money of the taxpayers in that
boondoggle.

I could write 100 pages about it. But I
should not impose upon your time to that
extent.

I am responsible for 1,600 folks that work
in our business. I am responsible for 14,000
concerns all over the United States of Ameri-
ca that depend upon our products. I am ac-
quainted with many military and atomic
secrets of which I cannot write you. To the
best of my knowledge and belief nothing but
harm will come from appropriation of fur-
ther funds to carry on an unnecessary ac-
tivity of the Federal Government in taking
more of our tungsten into an unnecessary
stockpile.

Naturally you will realize all this without
my having written you. But I want you to
know that I depend upon you as our Senator
to oppose further waste. Please oppose
that by voting agalnst further money for
buying tungsten.

That is just one of the letters. The
other tells the same story. A third one
came along. Yet we received a budget
estimate to appropriate another $40 mil-
lion in this bill. I am not blaming those
down at the Department. The authori-
zation came before the House last year
under a suspension of the rules. There
were no hearings printed on it. It went
through the House without debate and
then passed the Senate. That is the his-
tory of it. The Department did not mal:e
much of an effort to defend it, and again
I say, I am not blaming them. They
know it is not needed, but the Congress
insisted on authorizing this tungsten
stockpiling.

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield ?

Mr. KIRWAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Colorado.

Mr. ASPINALL. If I understood my
friend correctly, he stated that there is at
present a stockpile sufficient to last 18
years.

This morning we were advised by one
of the members of the administration,
whom my friend quotes in his report, that
there are less than 6 years’ supply in the
stockpile for any objective for which the
stockpile has been proposed. How does
the gentleman reconcile those two state-
ments—one from Dr. Flemming himself,
and the other from the chairman of this
committee?

Mr. EIRWAN. Mr. Kenna states that
1 pound of tungsten today is equal to
what 60 pounds was up until 1940 when
he made a certain invention. He said
we are working under the old rule, and
do not know that this invention is in
effect.

Mr. ASPINALL. But this statement
was made by the Director of the Office
of Defense Mobilization.

Mr. KIRWAN. Yes;but the man that

was the head of ODM when this bill was
passed last year said there was no de-
fense justification for the subsidy pro-
gram,
Mr. ASPINALL. I have no quarrel
with the statement made by my friend,
because he quotes Dr. Flemming cor-
reetly in that respect. The one guestion
I have is how there could be such a vari-
ance as to the amount in the stockpile.
This act was not passed in order to in-
crease the stockpile quantity.
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Mr. KIRWAN. Let me just finish this
letter: .

Our company mines, refines, and fabricates
tungsten carbide. We are one of the nine
companies which received 87 percent of the

payments through our Nevada Scheelite Co.
in Nevada.

He is one of the biggest mine owners
in Nevada, and he does not want it.

But I see no continued prosperity in Gov-
ernment buying. On the contrary, they
should sell the surplus until they get down
to 5 years' supply, which is plenty for any
war emergency.

Mr. ASPINALL. There is no contra-
diction in that respect, but I wish to
know how there could be this wide vari-
ance from the man who is supposed to
have made both statements.

Mr. KIRWAN. The man in charge
now has been there only about 2 weeks,
but I am referring to “Mr. Tungsten”
himself in the actual producing of it.
If he does not know, who does know?

Mr. ASPINALL. On page 4 of the re-
port there is this statement:

The committee is advised that some of
these large producers are selling the pro-
duction of their domestic mines to the Gov-
ernment at the subsidy program price of 855
& unit and purchasing foreign tungsten for
use in their own industry at the United
States market price of $35.

The gentleman from Colorado has
gone through the hearings completely
and he finds no statement by any wit-
ness that would substantiate that state-
ment made in the report.

Mr. KIRWAN. The President of the
Tungsten Institute in the hearings before
the Senate last year when the guestion
was asked, “Do you use any of your own
tungsten?” said, “Not a single pound.”
He admitted that it is all sold to the Gov=
ernment, and that the big processors buy
their product from foreign countries.
That is the president of the Tungsten
Institute who said that.

Mr. ASPINALL. Does the gentleman
have any evidence of one group or any
company that has engaged in this prac-
tice since this act went into effect?

Mr. EIRWAN. If the president said
that they were not even buying 1 pound
of their own production, who else could
be better qualified to make the statement
than the president of the Tungsten In-
stitute.

Mr. ASPINALL. But it is not in the
hearings.

Mr. KIRWAN, It is in the Senate
hearings on the authorizing bill.

Mr. BUDGE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. KIRWAN. Iyield.

Mr. BUDGE. The CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp in the other body and in the
hearings shows one such company, the
Union Carbide Co. That was mentioned
on the floor in the debate in the other
body last year.

Mr. ASPINALL. Would my friend
yield that I may ask a question of the
gentleman from Idaho [Mr. Bupcel?

Mr. KIRWAN. Yes; then I must con-
tinue for I do not have much time at my
disposal.

Mr. ASPINALL. Is the gentleman
speaking of Union Carbide as such or
Union Carbide Nuclear?
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Mr. BUDGE. I do not recall which
corporation, but I think the gentleman
will recall that the Kennametals Co.
which the distinguished chairman of our
committee has been quoting has been
taking exactly the same position. That
is the information we have received in
the committee.

Mr. KIRWAN. We have allowed $1,=
308,000 for tree planting under Clarke-
MecNary, an increase of $308,000 over
1957. We have disallowed the $4 million
for the new tree planting program under
section 401 of the Agricultural Act of
1956. Under the soil bank program the
Forest Service in 1957 and 1958 is receiv-
ing an allotment of $16,550,000 for tree
planting—$10 million this year, plus the
$6.5 million in 1958.

Now, I want to say a word about this
tree planting program and yet I do not
want to be taken as being humorous.
Under the soil bank program alone they
expect to plant 5 billion trees; that is
what they are working on, 5 billion trees.
We had a tree-planting program once
before and we are embarking upon an-
other one now as we widen existing high-
ways and put in additional ones. But it
seems to me if we are going to plant up
to 5 billion trees a year we ought to begin
training guides, for you will have to have
a guide to taKe you through the forest of
trees in order to find the local Safeway
or other chain stores.

Under section 401, the new program is
set up to be a matching program with the
States, but we do not know yet whether
the States will accept or how far they will

go. So until we can determine that we

have cut the $4 million out.

Last year a question was asked on the
floor of the House by the gentleman from
Iowa [Mr. Gross]. He is an alert and a
good Congressman. He asked the spon-
sor of the bill reorganizing the Fish and
Wildlife Service how many employees it
would take and received the answer that
it would not take over six. Yet this year
this department comes in and requests
an increase of over $900,000 for admin-
istrative overhead, an increase of over
100 percent.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield for a slight correction?

Mr. KIRWAN. I yield.

Mr. GROSS. The response was that
it would take 10 or 12 additional em-
ployees, yet this year I understand they
requested $900,000 from your committee
for this reorganization, which was sup-
posed to provide for greater efficiency
and economy.

Mr. KIRWAN. The gentleman is cor-
rect.

Mr. GROSS. And if the gentleman
will yield another moment I want to
commend you, Mr. Kirwan, and your
committee most heartily for refusing
the huge increase that was sought, and
telling these people to come back with
detailed information in support of their
request for $900,000 or any part of it.

Mr. KIRWAN. And I thank the gen-
tleman. He will remember that I said
he was alert and a good Congressman,
and I mean that sincerely.

I wish to again emphasize that we have
cut this bill by 12 percent, and I am
asking the Members present today to
support the committee. If there is any
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motion made on the floor to restore this
item for the purchase of tungsten, turn
it down because we have got enough
tungsten in the Government stockpile to
last for 18 years. What do you think
John Taxpayer is going to say and do
when he learns that we are paying out a
subsidy of $20 a unit to put tungsten in
a pile when we have so much there al-
ready?

We have heard about the millions it
takes to build airplanes and they have
tried to justify the cost on the ground
that in the next war the nation that
strikes first will win it, that after the
first blow the war will be over. If the
next war is going to come to an end that
fast why should we buy more tungsten
when we already have an 18-years' sup-
ply? Do not overlook that.

Mr. WESTLAND. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr, KIRWAN. I yield.

Mr. WESTLAND. I certainly sub-
seribe to the thoughts of the chairman of
the committee in supporting his com-
mittee’s action in cutting these budgets.
I appreciate what the committee has
done in this regard in this program. I
see one item however for a very small
amount, $25,000 for the functioning of
the National Monuments Commission,
which item was omitted, and I am real
disappointed that it was not allowed.
Congress has authorized this Commis-
sion to draw up plans and specifications
for a structure symbolizing the ideals of
democracy and freedom. The President
has appointed a member of this Commis-
sion, the Vice President and the Speaker
of the House have likewise appointed
members to this Commission. This
Commission held its first meeting in Jan-
uary of 1956 in pursuance of that au-
thorization, yet so far as I know they
have never been provided with any funds
to carry out what the Congress author-
ized them to do. I am not going to make
any appeal to reinstate such a small item
as this, but I wish merely to say that I
am disappointed that the committee saw
fit to leave these funds out of the bill.

Mr. EIRWAN. We left that out, as
the gentleman from Washington states,
but the committee thought the request
should be denied. We may be wrong in
our judgment. This would be a won-
derful monument, but there is this Capi-
tol, there is Washington Monument, and
the Lincoln Monument. This new mon-
ument would cost millions, yet they are
hollering about balancing the budget.
It is not just the item of $25,000. I have
never seen a group of architects or engi-
neers in my life, especially when it comes
to spending the Government’s money,
that are not for building the finest
monument in the world.

Mr. WESTLAND. I agree with the
gentleman. However, it is my under-
standing the actual cost of construction
of this monument would be through pub-
lic donations and it would not be a
charge against the Federal Government.

Mr. KIRWAN. I would like to see just
one building in Washington put up the
way the gentleman is talking about,
They talk about many of them that will
be put up through public donations but
it always costs the Government money.
I happened to be on the Public Build-
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ings and Grounds Committee when the
Pentagon Building was planned. At that
time General Somervell said it would
not cost more than $24 million. It final-
ly cost $88 million.

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. KTRWAN. I yield to the gentle=
man from Colorado.

Mr. ASPINALL, The gentleman from
Washington and the gentleman from
Colorado who is now speaking are mem-
bers of this Commission to which the
gentleman from Washington has just
referred. The question I wish to ask
the distinguished gentleman from Ohio
is this: Would the gentleman approve
an appropriation in the approximate
amount of $25,000 provided there was a
showing of the expenses that have been
incurred by this Commission when there
is a report filed by the Commission in ac-
cordance with the authorization passed
by the Congress. When that report
comes before the Congress as a report
it can either be approved or disapproved
by the Congress. There could be a
further provision in such piece of legis-
lation that there are to be no more funds
for which the Federal Government will
have assumed liability——

Mr. KIRWAN. They have already
spent the money?

Mr. ASPINALL. If the money had
been money spent by members of the
Commission, acting in accordance with
the provisions of the authorizing legis-
lation?

Mr. EIRWAN. We have a code on
that. They are not allowed to spend
money in advance unless it is appro-
priated.

Mr. ASPINALL. Will the gentleman
tell us what is to protect any civilian
serving on these commissions, which are
authorized by the Congress and by the
Executive, in connection with expenses
which they incur doing the work they
are authorized to do and that they are
in fact commanded fo do?

Mr. KIRWAN. The answer is, Do nof
incur any expenses until an appropria-
tion takes place. That is very simple.
The code is there. It is prescribed in
the Antideficiency Act. We have turned
this item down twice before,

Mr. ASPINALL. Then it is the posi-
tion of the gentleman that any money
that may have been spent by members
of the Commission in the performance
of their duties should not have been
spent until the gentleman’s committee
has appropriated the funds?

Mr. KIRWAN. Let me explain it this
way. A Commission was authorized to
plan the new civic auditorium. We ap-
propriated no money but they went
ahead and spent some. We turned down
their request and told them if they came
in here in the right way, that we would
reconsider. They stopped work and
came in with an appropriate request
which we granted.

The public has awakened to the fact
that a $72 billion budget has been re-
quested for 1958. And, there are many
things needed in this country today, so
that I think we could get along without
another monument. I again repeat, we
already have the Jefferson monument,
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the Lineoln monument, and the Capitol
dome, and we can do without another
one until we see better days.

Mr. ASPINALL. Then let me suggest
that some of us should be more careful
in accepting assignments from the House
of Represenfatives and the other body
understanding at the time of our ac-
ceptance that we are following the leg-
islative mandate of Congress and the
Executive, and later finding that our
work has been for naught.

Mr. KIRWAN. It has not been for
naught. You did not get the appropria-
tion, and you have no right to go on do-
ing any work without it. The gentleman
would not go out and work for some pri-
vate concern if they did not have the
money.

Mr. WIER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. KIRWAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Minnesota.

Mr. WIER. While you are discussing
the monuments and other governmental
buildings here, has the money been ap~
propriated up to this time for the tak-
ing over of three or four Blackstones, the
Congressional Hotel, and others?

Mr. KIRWAN. I could not tell you.

Mr. WIER. Where is the money com=-
ing from? I have never seen any au-
thorization for if.

Mr. KIRWAN. I could not tell you.

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 10 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, at the outset of my
remarks, I want to say that I am in per-
fect agreement with our chairman, the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Klrwan], re-
garding the tungsten issue. I am sure
that I can speak for every member of
the committee when I say that the com-
mittee was unanimous in the action we
took regarding that item. Certainly, as
the chairman said, if we had approved
this appropriation request for tungsten
and somebody in the Congress or out of
the Congress learned the facts about the
matter, they would have laughed our
committee off the floor today, for by no
stretch of the imagination can anyone
who knows the facts approve such a re-
quest.

With respect to this bill, the budget
request was for $515,189,700. The com-~
mittee reduced that amount by $60,-
794,000. Now, in this bill you will find
that there is $3,739,300 less for 1958 than
was allowed for fiscal 1957. We reduced
the budget request by 12 percent, and we
reduced where we felt reductions were in
order.

There are some things in this bill that
are very important; many things, as a.
matter of fact. There are 24 bureaus
and agencies all dealing with matters of
great concern to the American people.
There are 70 appropriation items in this
hill, and again they are broken down in-
to many smaller items.

It is a far-reaching and important bill
for America. We have under the depart-
ments of Government dealing with the
public domain in this bill 771 million
acres of land, on the mainland and in
Alaska—T71 million acres of land of the
public domain, land that is owned by the
Federal Government, by the people of
America,
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We have many problems to cope with
that pertain to these public lands. For
instance, the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment has approximately 180 million
acres under its jurisdiction. Ten years
ago we were appropriating the large sum
of one-half cent an acre, or almost one-
half cent an acre, for soil and moisture
conservation on those 180 million acres
of the public domain. The committee
has gradually brought that expenditure
up to 2% cents per acre. And yet we
have people who think that we are
spending too much money for soil and
moisture conservation on the public do-
main. We spent such a small amount
in the past that wind erosion and water
erosion have taken their toll no end on
these public lands. We should be spend-
ing much moure on water and soil con-
servation. But with a budget of over $71
billion, the committee felt that it was
necessary not to increase but to reduce
wherever we could.

I am sure that the American people,
generally speaking, who know the prob-
lems that we have in this committee as
they pertain to all our natural resources,
would like to spend much more than we
are spending today for the preservation,
the conservation of our natural re-
sources, our mother earth, our resources
under the ground, and our timberlands.
The timberlands are under the Forest
Service that now comes under the juris-
diction of this committee.

But because of the fact that we are
spending so much money for other
things, many of which I am sure should
not take priority over the conservation
of our natural resources, we feel it is nec-
essary to hold down expenditures for this
very important Department of the Inte-
rior and the Forest Service, to the point
that we have done so.

For instance, the request of the Bu-
reau of the Budget was for something
like 2,000 more employees than they have
at the present time.

The committee went through each one
of those requests with a fine-tooth comb.
We reduced that request by 1,300 em-
ployees, yet there are more employees in
this bill for the Department of the In-
terior and the Forest Service than there
were in the fiscal 1957 bill.

I just heard a little colloquy on the
floor of this House where one Member
said that there was an authorization for
$25,000 to be spent for a Monument
Commission. We have heard that story
so long. We have heard fine, able con-
scientious Members of Congress stand
on this floor when an authorization bill
was before this body and say, “This is
just an authorization bill, this is not an
appropriation bill. The Appropriations
Committee will yet have an opportunity
to operate on this bill. Maybe they
will not give anything.”

However, the facts are, as history re-
cords and as the records show, that 99
times out of 100 the Congress appro-
priates the money to support an author-
ization bill. Many times that authoriza-
tion bill should never have been brought
to the floor of the House.

There is the Fish and Wildlife Service.
Last year it asked for an authorization
to establish a separate department for
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commercial fisheries, and the Congress
authorized it. Then they bring in a re-
quest in this budget for in the neighbor-
hood of $900,000 to support that new de-
partment of the Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice. The committee has allowed what
it felt necessary to start an organization,
but we did not allow enough to go ab-
solutely head over heels into the ex-
penditure of funds to establish a com-
plete organization of regional offices, dis-
trict offices, and a great body of people
here in Washington, D. C., to administer
that department. That is the one the
chairman just spoke of a minute ago and
about which the gentleman from Iowa
[Mr. Gross] talked.

In conclusion, may I say a word about
a member of this committee who has
done yeoman service in the field of mines
and mining. That Member is the Hon-
orable Dr. FEnTON, of Pennsylvania, who
grew up with the mines, so to speak, and
who has had the responsibility on this
committee to see to it that mines were
properly taken care of and that the laws
were lived up to.

I venture this statement, that no man
in America has done more for the min-
ing industry and for the safety of mining
than our fine and able colleague, Dr.
FenToNn, of Pennsylvania. The gentle-
man from Ohio [Mr. Emrwan] I am sure
will tell you that the committee puts
complete trust in Dr. FEnToN’S judgment
as far as mines and mining are econ-
cerned, and to a very great degree on
other matters pertaining to this com-
mittee.

Mr. Chairman, this is a goed bill. I
only wish that our fiscal condition in
America today was such that we could
justly spend more, but such is not the
case. This committee has done as good
a job as we possibly know how, under
present conditions, and I hope the House
will approve this bill unanimously.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. FENTON].

Mr. FENTON. Mr. Chairman, first of
all I want to compliment our subcom-
mittee chairman, Mr. Kmrwan, for the
fine, impartial manner in which he han-
dled our subcommittee hearings and his
presentation today.

It has been a pleasure to work with
him as well as with the other members
on this subcommittee—regardless of po-
litical affiliation.

The experience of the gentleman from
Towa [Mr. JensEN], the ranking minority
member of this subcommittee and its
former chairman, together with that of
our chairman, Mr. EIRwan, is invaluable
to the rest of us.

The gentleman from Arkansas [Mr.
NorreLL] is also a long-time member of
the committee, and his advice and guid-
ance is always appreciated.

Mr. Sieminski, of New Jersey; Mr.
MagnusoN, of Washington; and Mr.
Bunce, of Idaho, are the younger men
who make up the commitfee. Their con-
tributions in the final analysis of the
Interior Department’s request for funds
are appreciated.

Our staff assistant, Eugene Wilhelm,
was especially wonderful to the subcom-
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mittee members and has been, as usual,
the real workhorse for this subcommittee.

I must also pay my respects to our for-
mer staff assistant, Mr. Carson Culp,
who has taken over the job of staff as-
sistant to another subcommittee, and
who assisted Mr., Wilhelm in the han-
dling of this bill. We are indeed grate-
ful to these two fine men for their assist-
ance.

Now, since the previous speakers have
covered pretty thoroughly the high-
lights of the bill, I will not attempt to
discuss all the bureaus in the Interior
Department.

As a matter of fact, in summarizing
the bill, you will note that the Bureau of
the Budget recommended an appropria-
tion of $515,189,700 for fiscal 1958.

The committee allowed $454,395,700, or
a reduction of $60,794,000—a 12-percent
reduction.

The major portion of that reduction
is in the refusal of the committee to go
along with the mineral acquisition pro-
gram for tungsten, asbestos, fluorspar,
and eolumbium-tantalum, in accordance
with Public Law 733.

The purchase of tungsten, particu-
larly, was discussed during the supple-
mental appropriation for 1957 a few
days ago, when your committee and the
House refused to allow a supplemental of
$30 million.

An explanation of this item and the
reasons for the committee’'s refusing to
sanction further purchases of tungsten
are set forth fully on pages 3, 4, and 5 of
our report.

GEOLOGICAL SURVEY

The Bureau of the Budget recom-
mended an appropriation of $38,775,000
for 1958 fiseal year. The commitiee ap-
proved $36 million for this bureau, which
is all inclusive for—

(a) Topographic surveys and map-
pings.

(b) Geologic and mineral resource
surveys and mapping.

(e) Water resources investigations.

(d) Soil and moisture conservation.

(e) Conservation of lands and min-
erals.

(f) General administration and special
purpose buildings.

The work of this bureau is very im-
portant, and while there is a cut of
$2,775,000 from the budget estimate, it
does represent an increase of $4,398,000
over the 1957 fiscal year, the current
appropriation.

This bureau, like most of the others, is
finding it difficult to recruit engineering
personnel to take care of their expanding
programs. As is indicated in the report,
there were 511 vacancies for those posi-
tions as of December 31, 1956. In other
words, with half of fiscal 1957 gone they
were only able to fill 117 out of 628
vacalncies.

However, in the face of all these
handicaps, this bureau is being called
upon to step up its mapping of all sorts
from all the Federal Departments and
the States.

As usual, the Geological Survey has
done a fine job and it has the continued
confidence of this committee.
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BUREAU OF MINES

The budget estimate for the Bureau of
Mines for fiscal year 1958 is $26,633,000,
which is $4,435,950 more than the cur-
rent fiscal year.

This increase is distributed in 4
principal categories—namely, $3,712,250
in conservation and development of min-
eral resources; $595,700 for health and
safety; $23,000 for construction; and
$105,000 for general administrative ex-
penses.

Broken down by obligations the budget
estimate for fiscal 1958 is (a) conserva-
tion and development of mineral re-
sources, $19,575,000; (b) health and
safety, $5,900,000; (¢) construction $23,-
000; (d) general administrative expenses,
$1,135,000.

Our subcommittee granted the entire
request except a reduction of $875,000 for
conservation and development of min-
eral resources.

This reduction of $875,000 includes
$210,000 for standby expenses of the
plant at Rifle, Colo.; disallowance of 110
new positions, and so forth.

Since the Rifle project is on the Navy
oil-shale reserves, the committee is of
the opinion that this item should be
taken care of in the Navy appropriation,
even though the Bureau of Mines does
the work.

Because there is considerable difficulty
in recruiting engineers and technical
men in most of the governmental de-
partments and bureaus, it was felt that
the increase asked for by the Bureau of
Mines was excessive. The committee
therefore disallowed 110 new positions of
the requested increase,

The increase asked for in conserva-
tion and development of resources was,
of course, justified in view of the very
fine increase in the research program.
It is believed that this modest cut should
not interfere with its progress.

HEALTH AND SAFETY

Historically, one of the basic missions
of the Bureau of Mines is the promotion
of health and safety in the mineral
industries.

This function of the Bureau of Mines
is carried on through programs of safety
education, accident-prevention training,
development of safer mining methods,
proving the safety of equipment and
explosives for use in coal mines, and the
mandatory inspection of coal mines
under the Federal Coal Mine Safety Act.

Since the enactment of the Federal
Coal Mine Safety Act there has been
quite a diminution of fatal and nonfatal
accidents,

On January 16, 1957, when the Bureau
of Mines was before our committee, it
was testified by the new Director, Mr.
Ankeny that “We are about to approach
a 26-month period without a major dis-
aster, and if we make it in the next 2 or
3 days that will be the record, the longest
period in history that the industry has
ever operated without a major disaster.”

Underground mining is, as you all
know, the most hazardous of the mineral
industry. It must be carried on under
adverse natural conditions, and the haz-
ards range from falling of overhead roof
rock,  explosive or harmful gases and
dusts, restricted working space and il-
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lumination, proximity to electric power,
dangers of impounded waters, unsafe
explosives, and mechanical equipment.

In view of the great hazards and in
spite of the exhaustive work that the
Bureau of Mines has done to prevent
accidents, both fatal and nonfatal, we
experienced early this month, February
4 I believe, a major disaster in a coal
mine in Virginia and West Virginia,
just a few days after the statement of
the Director of the Bureau of Mines,
Mr. Ankeny, before our committee, that
we were about to enter a 26-month pe-
riod without a major disaster,

In looking over the statistics for the
past 20 years you will see that the vast
number of fatal accidents ranged from
over 1,400 in 1937 to 785 in 1951, You
will also note that since 1951 fatal acci-
dents have decreased to 444 last year,

The incidence of fatalities has re-
mained fairly constant since 1953 when
there were 461,

It will also be seen that “falls of roof”
cause between 50 and 65 percent of the
fatal accidents in both the anthracite
and bituminous mines.

While we all realize that as long as
we have mining we will also have fatal
and nonfatal accidents, yet I am of the
opinion that a further large reduction
can be secured with a stepping up of
preventive measures and research.

Cooperation between all concerned—
operators, workers, State and Federal
Governments—can effect a minimal
amount of deaths and maimed people in
the United States,

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

The National Park Service people are
to be congratulated on the fine work
that they have been doing so far this
year.

More progress has been made than at
any time in the past and mission 66 will
accomplish a much desired improvement
in our park services.

Some 57 million people are expected to
visit the parks in 1957 and 60 million in
the 1958 fiscal year.

With virtually all the land acquired
for the Independence National Histori-
cal Park in Philadelphia and demolition
progressing, it is hoped that the project
will be completed at as early a date as
possible,

FOREST SERVICE

Since this Agriculture facility has been
placed under the jurisdiction of the In-
terior Department Subcommittee for
Appropriations it has provoked a great
deal of interest to our subcommittee.

It calls for the largest amount in ap-
propriations in this bill.

The budget estimate for the Forest
Service was $126,186,000. The commit-
tee allowed $118,456,000, an increase of
$16.545,250 over the 1957 allowance of
$101,510,750 and a decrease of $7,730,000
from the budget estimate. So that out
of this large budget estimate there was a
cut of $7,730,000 which was from 2
sources—$3,730,000 from forest land
management and $4 million for tree
planting which is a cooperative with the
various States.

The reasons for the cuts are fully ex=
plained in the committee report.
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I appreciate the vast amount of work
that comes under the jurisdiction of the
Forest Service.

The expanded program that they have
presented for 1958 is indeed one that will
require a great deal of time and energy
to fulfill.

They envisage almost as many visitors
to the national forests as the national
parks which in itself proves the interest
in the forests of the average person.

The keeping abreast of a sustained
timber yield while cutting billions of
board feet each year is indicative of good
management. It is to be hoped that re-
forestation keeps ahead of the allowable
cutting.

I have been greatly interested in pre-
vention and proper management of fires
in our coal mines. It seems to me that
with the terrible and extensive fires tak-
ing place in our forests—national and
private—that research is very necessary
and indeed urgent.

Mr., ASPINALL. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. FENTON. I yield to the gentle-
man from Colorado.

Mr. ASPINALL. I wish tocompliment
the gentleman and the committee of
which he is a member for the deletion
of the sum for the pilot plant at Rifle,
Colo., because of the jurisdictional ques-
tion involved. I think under the circum-
stances the committee acted wisely.

Mr. FENTON. Ithank the gentleman.
Since the Rifle project is on the Navy
oil-shale reserve, the committee was of
the opinion that this item should be
;;Ja.nljen care of in the Navy appropriation

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, I have
no further requests for time.

Mr. EIRWAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
10 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. ENGLE].

Mr. ENGLE. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the generosity of my friend the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. Kmwan] and
regret again to find myself in serious
disagreement, not only with him but also
with my friend the gentlemar from Iowa
[Mr. JENSEN].

The committee has refused to include
in this appropriation bill the money for
tungsten and other minerals that like-
wise were excluded from the urgent de-
ficiency bill earlier this session. The
committee in both instances has quoted
testimony of the Office of Defense Mobi-
lization in support of and as a basis for
refusing this money.

I want to call the attention of the com-
mittee today to the fact that Dr. Arthur
S. Flemming, Director of tLe Office of
Defense Mobilization, appeared before
the Senate Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs this morning and testi-
fied in support of this program aufthor-
ized by Public Law 733. In particular, I
called his attention this morning to the
language appearing on page 5 of the
committee report, as follows:

Proponents of this nondefense subsidy
claim that continuing support of these min-

ing industries is necessary to assure a supply
in time of emergency.

I asked Dr. Flemming if, as a pro-
ponent of this mining program, he sub-
scribed to that statement. He said he
did not, and that he had made it per-
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fectly plain he did not support the con-
tinuance of this program as an emer-
gency defense program, but as an interim
program, to sustain this vital part of the
American economy until the Secretary
of the Interior comes up with a promised
long-range mining program.

To quote his statement precisely, here
is what he said:

It is recognized that our total mobili-
zatlon program must rest, if it is to succeed,
on the foundation of a strong and sound
economy.

It is clear that if the Industries with
which we are dealing this morning are shut
down, one segment of our economy will be
weakened,

Surely no one can argue that closed down
mines filled with water, with miners out of
work, can do anything but weaken & seg-
ment of our economy.

We felt last year and still feel that it
would be unwise for the Congress to permit
this to happen in view of the fact that the
administration intends to recommend and
the Congress to consider, long-term policies
that are designed to create a more favorable
economic climate for these industries than
now exists.

As I indicated last year, we regard this
as purely interim stop-gap legislation.

Nevertheless, we feel that it is important
for Congress to go through with the policy
get forth in Public Law 733 until the long-
term policy Is developed and enacted into
law.

That is the testimony of Dr. Flemming,
who is quoted as the basis and authority
for the action of the appropriations sub-
committee, given this morning, February
26, 1957, before the Senate Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs.

Mr. BUDGE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ENGLE. I yield to the gentleman
from Idaho.

Mr. BUDGE. I wonder if the gentle-
man would comment on this statement
by the American Mining Congress in its
declaration of policy adopted at Los An-
geles, Calif., on October 1-4, 1956.

Mr. ENGLE. I know what the state-
ment is and I will comment on it right
now if the gentleman wants me to do
S0.

Mr. BUDGE.
graph:

The wuse of direct subsidies will lead to
eventual Government control of industry.
The nature of mining requires that the in-
dustry make long-range plans, and revocable

or stop-gap measures by the Government
contribute little to the real problem.

This is a stopgap measure. Will the
gentleman comment on that statement?

Mr. ENGLE. That is entirely correct.
The idealistic position of the mining in-
dustry is it would prefer not to have a
subsidy program. That is precisely the
point I want to get to and I am glad the
gentleman brought it up. They would
prefer an adequate tariff.

The plain facts are that if we do not
give the mining industry in this country
some help, the entire mining industry
is going to close up. That is the prob-
lem faced by the administration and
that is why they recommended Public
Law 733. That is why the Congress last
time appropriated $21 million as stop-
gap money. It is just as plain as that.
My friend from Iowa says that if the
public knew about this they would have

It is one short para-
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a fit. I should like to address my re-
marks to the gentleman from Iowa.

I looked at the President’s budget. I
found that the farming industry of this
Nation is being subsidized to the tune
of $5 billion which represents about half
of the actual profits of the farming peo-
ple of America. And yet we are told
here that $90 million in total to keep
this vital mining industry alive on an
interim basis until the administration
comes up with a long-range program is
somehow morally wrong. I just cannot
see it. It takes 5 years to put a mine in
production. When this mining industry
closes down, we are going to lose it. And,
let me say to my friends who are in-
terested in other types of mining, lead,
zine, copper, manganese, and other types
not specifically included in this particu-
lar public law, if this same program to
aid and assist the mining industry is not
brought into existence, we will simply
not have a mining industry in this coun-
try. That is what is involved here today.
And, to hear the argument that it is
somehow morally wrong to subsidize
such a vital industry flies in the face of
what our country is doing in many other
instances.

Mr. BUDGE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield further? It was, of
course, fhrough my courtesy that the
gentleman obtained his time.

Mr. ENGLE. I am very deeply in-
debted to him and thank him so much
for it.

Mr. BUDGE. All of us are very sym-
pathetic toward the domestic mining
industry.

Mr. ENGLE. They need something
besides sympathy.

Mr. BUDGE. The distinguished gen-
tleman from California is the chairman
of the committee which acted upon the
authorizing legislation.

Mr. ENGLE. I was the author of the
bill.

Mr. BUDGE. I think that the gentle-
man should, in all fairness to the House,
admit that this program touches only a
very small segment of the mining in-
dustry. Now, the facts of the matter are
that of the almost $15 milion which was
spent last fall on this program, 86 per-
cent went to 11 producers; 92 percent
went to 18 producers. Now, that is a
very small percentage just in this par-
ticular segment of the mining industry
compared to the overall mining picture.

Mr. Speaker, I include herewith a sum-
mary of revised list of tungsten pro-
ducers participating in Public Law 733
program:

Wah Chang:
California $552, 622
Nevada 819, 620
Colorado 819, 620
-+ e g3 S R 2,191, 862
Union Carbide (Nevada)..-ceeea 44,902
Union Carbide and Nuclear:
California 1,105, 884
Nevada 5486, 755
Subtotal 1, 652, 639
P ————_"]
Minerals Engineering:
Montana 1,273, 580
Montana 447,474
o302 7 R M P == 1,721, 054
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Getchell (Nevada) cceeeemmam—ata $1, 390, 150
Nevada-Massachusetts (Nevada). 1,390,848
Tungsten Mining. _ . ccmcemnea 1, 374, 945
Bradley Mining (Idaho) cceceecena 897, 328
Nevada-Scheelite. o ccecoa 722, 618
Climax Molybdenum COmcccaccaa 931, 738

Subtotal, above (9 pro-

BUOETE) o e s i 12, 318, 082
_—————=
New Idria, Californif. - e-c e ceea 280, 742
Surcease Mining, California.___. 227, 941

Subtotal (11 producers) ... 12, 826, 765

1
Gabbs Exploration (Nevada)._.. 186, 807
Minerva Scheelite (Nevada)_-.-- 118, 247
Hillside Mining & Milling (Ari-
zona) 118, 346
Browstone Mining Co. (Cali-
TR ) e e e e e g e 110,111
Browstone Mining Co. (Cali-
fornia) - 3,223
Palmer & Decker . oo oo 142, 921
Cold Spring Tungsten (Colo-
rado) - Sl 100, 800
Valley View Mine 105, 824
Subtotal, aboVe . eeareau- 13, 713, 044
R B e e 1, 140, 051
Total 14, 8563, 005

Nine largest producers received $12,318,082
or 83 percent of total.

Eleven largest producers received $12,826,-
765 or 86 percent of total.

Mr. ENGLE. Will the gentleman let
me answer that now?

Mr. BUDGE. But they do not fit these
facts.

Mr. ENGLE. The gentleman was very
generous and kind to give me the time,
and I hope he will let me answer. When
we had this program going over a year
ago, we had over 750 tungsten producers
in this particular program. By reason of
this stopgap business, starting and stop-
ping, we practically wiped all of the little
fellows down to about 209. The commit-
tee report limits it somewhat. The re-
port shows, eliminating duplications, it
is down to 177. Well, the fact is that
the little fellow cannot stand the gaff.
These are not big outfits, in the way we
think of bigness in this country; Union
Carbide, U. S. Vanadium are the only
two that really represent any size. And,
as anyone knows who knows anything
about mining, it takes a little time and
money to get going underground and to
get these operations under way. That is
why it is so important that they be kept
going at this time,

I would like to complete one thought
before I yield further. I would like to
call the committee’s attention to what
has happened here. We had policies
made by the Congress of the United
States and enacted into law, Public Law
733, which said that we intended to con-
tinue this mining program for a period
of 30 months. And, the industry got its
feet under it again, having been pretty
well closed down, and started to get ready
to operate. Then along came the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, and the Con-
gress appropriated last August $21 mil-
lion, so the miners went to work,
reopened their mines, did the necessary
exploration work, got up their crews and
started out, and when the appropriation
bill came up on the Senate floor last
year, the Senate committee said that the
$21 million was inadequate and that a
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supplemental request should be filed. So,
they started out to produce with this
legislative record behind them.

Now, I ask anyone here: Do you think
it is fair, after the Congress has stated a
policy clearly and explicitly, signed by
the President into law, and the Congress
has initiated that program to total $90
million, with an initial appropriation of
$21 million, to then cut them off at the
pockets and tell them that it is just too
bad that they went out and opened their
mines, committed themselves to the con-
struction of mills, hired employees and
did exploration work that cost hundreds
of thousands of dollars?

I venture to ask my friend the gentle-
man from Iowa [Mr. JENsSEN] what he
thinks would happen if the Appropria-
tions Committee abruptly cut off the $5
billion in the current budget to make
subsidy payments of one kind and an-
other to American agriculture—or even
to cut a substantial part of the budget
request? The howls would go to high
heaven. The farmers would contend,
with justice, that they had predicated
their farming operations in reliance on
the announced program not only adopted
by Congress but previously appropriated
for. Iam sure the Appropriations Com-
mittee would be quickly informed that it
had to keep faith with the farmers. This
is exactly the situation in which these
miners find themselves, although not as
large an industry or as influential a
voice politically as that of the farmers.

Mr. Chairman, I assert that this pro-
cedure is not only against the interests
of this country, but it is unfair to these
mining people who have been imposed
upon in this fashion.

My friend the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. Kxrwan] has referred to a commu-
nication which he received from one
Philip McEenna. He has called Mr. Me-
Kenna “Mr. Tungsten.” Mr. McKenna
is no more “Mr. Tungsten” than I am.
He is a tungsten fabricator and uses
about 7 percent of the total tungsten
consumed in the country. Furthermore,
he is not a tungsten producer. Mr. Mc-
EKenna opened the Nevada-Scheelite
tungsten mine in Nevada when tungsten
was $73 a unit, but he closed it up about
5 months ago. He buys tungsten on the
open market to make a tungsten alloy
called tungsten carbide, which sells
for $15 a pound and has a tariff protec-
tion of $2.15 a pound. Is it any wonder
that Mr. McKenna is advocating that
the tungsten stockpile be dumped on the
market so that he can buy his raw mate-
rial very cheap and continue to sell his
tungsten carbide at a high price pro-
tected by the tariffi? Mr. McKenna does
not speak for the tungsten miners of
this country. He is not a producer of
tungsten but is a tungsten fabricator and
holds the same position with reference
to the tungsten producers as the jewelry
fabricators hold with reference to gold,
or the clothing industry with reference
to the wool producers. Mr. McKenna,
like all of these others, wants to get his
raw material at the lowest possible price
in order to make the highest possible
profit. I am sorry that my friend, the
distinguished chairman of this subcom-
mittee, has been misled by this corre-
spondence in this fashion because Mr.
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McEenna no more represents the tung-
sten miner than the wolf represents the
sheep,

In conclusion, I would like to point
out again, as I did when the urgent de-
ficiency bill was before this House, that
Public Law 733, continuing on an interim
nondefense basis the production of
tungsten and these other minerals, had
the support of all the executive agen-
cies that studied the situation—Interior
Department, the Bureau of the Budget,
the Office of Defense Mobilization, and,
finally, that of the President himself who
signed the bill. Additionally, this legis-
lation was passed last July without op-
position through both this House and
the Senate and the initial appropriation
of $21 million was approved by both the
Appropriations Committees and by the
House and the Senate. It is mystifying
to us to find the opposition with which
we are now faced. One further quota-
tion from Dr. Flemming, the Director of
the Office of Defense Mobilization, in his
testimony this morning before the Sen-
ate Interior Committee, will serve to
show how emphatic he is in his belief
that this money should be restored and
this mining program should go forward:

It seems to me that the Government could
be put in a ridiculous situation. Forget the
defense angle for a moment and let us as-
sume that the Congress approves a long-
term nondefense policy which is designed
to 1mprove the economic climate and make
it possible for these industries to be an
integral part of our economy; if they are
already shut down the !ong-term policy does
not become very meaningful at that particu-
lar point.

From the defense point of view, there is
always a possibility of a shift in require-
ments and Iif we have a going concern we can
adjust to that shift in requirements. That
is. why I have personally felt that this just
made good sense on the part of Government
and a contrary policy would not be a com-
n:onsense policy to follow under the circum=-
gtances.

Mr. KIRWAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
215 minutes to the Delegate from Alaska
[Mr, BARTLETT].

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Chairman, first
of all I want to thank the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. Kirwan], the chairman
of the committee, and my friend, the
gentleman from Towa [Mr, JENSEN], and
other members of the committee for the
generous treatment accorded Alaska in
this bill.

I should like to ask the chairman a
question or two, if I may, in reference to
it. Is it not true that the committee al-
lowed Alaska all of the budget request
except a comparatively small item for
painting the governor’s mansion at
Juneau?

Mr. EIRWAN. Yes; the committee, I
think, treated Alaska very well and, as
the gentleman stated, approved every-
thing requested by the budget.

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Chairman, I
might say that I was especially pleased
that the Bureau of the Budget’s request
of $6 million for Alaska public works
was granted. That program has had
permanent beneficial effects and I am
glad, too, the committee noted in the
report that half of that money is to be
repaid by the people of Alaska.



2620

. T should like to say in connection with

the section of the report dealing with the
Alaska Railroad Revolving Fund that it
is stated that a gas line may be built
from Gubik in the Arctic which may
diminish the receipts of the Alaska Rail-
road. In the first place, I would say that
that gas line, when and if built, will be
constructed by private capital and it is
our hope and belief, if that is done, that
cheap fuel will create an industrial estab-
lishment there that will, in fact, aid the
railroad.

I should like to ask the chairman, if I
may, about the Bureau of Sports Fish-
eries and Wildlife, The report says that
the Bureau of the Budget had requested
25 pereent of the Pribilof Islands seal re-
ceipts be used for commercial fisheries
and it was the commitiee’s decision that
that should be divided between that bu-
reau and the one having to do with sports
fisheries and wildlife. I should like to
ask the chairman why that was done.

Mr. KIRWAN. That was done to pro-
tect the wildlife, because, with the Armed
Forces there now, the wildlife there is
going the same route that the buffalo
went years ago in this country. That is
why we gave 1215 percent to the com-
mercial fisheries and 122 percent to
wildlife.

Mr. BARTLETT. Personally, I ap-
plaud the committee’s action because
there are fewer game wardens in Alaska
now than in some of the smaller States
of the Union and if the game resources
are to be protected, we are going to have
to put more money in it.

Mr. KIRWAN. Alaska is about one-
sixth of the size of the United States
and they have fewer game wardens there
than they have in Rhode Island,

Mr. BARTLETT. And the responsibil-
ity is entirely that of the Federal Gov=
ernment?

Mr. EIRWAN. Yes.

Mr. BARTLETT. I thank the gentle-

man.

Mr. DAWSON of Utah. Mr. Chair=
man, I ask unanimous consent to ex-
tend my remarks at this point in the
RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Utah?

There was no objection.

Mr. DAWSON of Utah. Mr. Chairman,
I think Congress should look closely at
the history of our tungsten and strategic
metals purchase program before approv=
ing this bill which, unless the Senate
takes a different view, will close out
much of our domestic tungsten-mining
industry.

The domestic tungsten industry came
into being to meet a critical shortage in
this vital metal at the start of the Ko-
rean war. Prior to that time, we had
no domestic production to speak of.

With the outbreak of the Korean war,
we found many of our sources cut off.
South XKorea, itself a major source of
tungsten, was in turmoil. American sol-
diers were stationed around Korean
tungsten mines to protect the output of
tungsten.

The Nation also searched the world
for this vital metal, and watched the
price double, then triple as foreign
sources boosted prices to all the market
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would bear. We had to have the metal,
s0 we paid the price.

In the process, however, we learned
how important it is to have domestic
sources of raw material needed for de-
fense. As a result, this Nation offered
to buy domestic ore for $63 per ton.
Under this stimulus, a new industry came
into being, an industry that now affects
the welfare of some 60,000 people. As
a result of the investment in domestic
mines, tungsten no longer is in short
supply. Foreign sources, many of them
subsidized by our tax dollars, have cut
prices. The Government purchase price
for domestic tungsten has dropped to
$55 per ton. All this is a direct result
of the investment, initiative and know-
how of our domestic tungsten miners
and refiners.

Now, the House Appropriations Com-
mittee is asking us to abandon our do-
mestiec tungsten industry. The squeeze
no longer is on. We are at what is called
peace. The price of foreign-produced
tungsten is only $35 per ton, instead of
$90 which was the price the Government
was forced to pay when we had no do-
mestic tungsten industry. So, just as we
are about to become independent of for-
eign sources, we decide to close down our
domestic mines, abandon expensive min-
ing investments and tell our American
producers to go into some other business,

Can we be so gullible as to believe that
we can again depend upon foreign
sources if the going gets rough? Will
they continue to sell at $35 per ton when
we need the metal and must have it at
any price?

I think not. If we were to approach
this solution from the standpoint of the
Nation’s best interest, we would protect
our domestic mines and keep them op-
erating by putting an adequate tariff on
tungsten. If there is overproduction of
this vital metal, let it be mines in French
Morocco that make the adjustment.

It seems foolish and shortsighted to
cut domestic production and return to
the situation as it was at the outbreak of
the Korean war. The administration
was being pound-wise, not penny-foolish,
when it asked for a temporary extension
of our tungsten purchase program until
a long-range mineral policy can be for-
mulated. The House Appropriations
Committee, in not following the Presi-
dent’s advice, not only threatens to
wreck an important domestic industry
but leaves us once again to the mercy of
foreign producers.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the RECORD,

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, I have the
highest regard for my good friend the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Exrwan] and
I regret exceedingly that I find myself in
disagreement with him and the other
members of the committee concerning
their actions relating to the defense min-
erals purchase program. As I explained
to the House a few days ago when the
emergency supplemental appropriations
bill was being considered, we in southern
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Illinois produce -approximately 50 per-
cent of all domestic fluorspar and the
failure to allow funds with which to con-
tinue this program will be disastrous to
the entire fluorspar mining industry.
Our operators have spent a considerable
amount of money preparing their mines
for operation under the assumption that
the Government would continue’its pro-
gram as indicated by the passage of Pub-
lic Law 733. :

There are many reasons why this pro-
gram cannot afford to be stopped. I will
not take the time of the House to enu-
merate the many reasons, but instead
refer anyone who is interested to my re-
marks appearing in the CONGRESSIONAL
REecorDp on page 1542 under date of Feb-
ruary 5. Surely the Congress is not
going to break faith with those pro-
ducers who have done much and will
continue to do all they can to insure that
this country has an adequate supply of
defense minerals. My friend the gentle-
man from California [Mr. EncLE] has
given a very forthright and clear state-
ment concerning the true facts surround-
ing this controversy. As he has told you,
Dr. Arthur Flemming, Director of the
Office of Defense Mobilization, testified
in the Senate committee this morning
that this program is needed. I believe
he is in a position to know.

I urge my colleagues to give this mat-
ter very serious thought as it means not
only providing this country with an ade-
quate supply of defense minerals, but in
my district- alone in southern Illinois
where we have 30,000 able-bodied men
and women unemployed, it will mean a
further loss of 500 jobs if these funds are
not restored and the program continued.
This, we cannot afford.

There is one question to which my con-
stituents are demanding an answer:
They want to know why very few people
raise their voice when millions are sent
to foreign countries but find strong oppo-
sition such as this to a program that not
only will help preserve an adequate de-
fense, but help thousands of needy min-
ers in this country. Would you deny
your child a loaf of bread and give it to
a stranger down the street? That, too
often, seems to be the case with a lot of
our domestic programs.

Mr. KIRWAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2% minutes to the gentleman from Ne-
vada [Mr. BARING].

Mr. BARING. Mr. Chairman, it is
practically impossible to say what I want
to say in the short time available to me,
but I have to go on record as opposing
the action of the Committee on Appro-
priations. Once again, I want to state
that we of the West who are most con-
cerned with this action of the commit-
tee were denied the right to come before
the committee to testify, as was the case
2 weeks ago, when the urgency deficiency
bill came up. Again when I called the
Committee on Appropriations, the clerk
who answered the telephone told me
he could give out no information though
he knew I was a Congressman. On such
a vitally important subject, I think that
the particular segment of our economy
should have been given a chance to come
before the committee to tell the need of
this appropriation. I still cannot believe
that the House committee would so com-
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pletely reverse itself with regard to the
tungsten program after it had become
law last year. Their action has shat-
tered the faith of the public toward Con-
gress. Assurances were given to produc-
ers by public law, who in turn laid out
operational programs and expended
funds for development and operation
and found themselves suddenly cut off.
The tungsten industry was turned on
and off like a water spigot. Does not the
committee understand that, if this seg-
ment of our economy is ended and a na-
tional crisis arises, these mines will
be filled with water and it will be impos-
sible to produce tungsten except by
opening new mines, which takes 4 to 5
years for each mine? Producers and the
miners who work for them are being
taxed like everyone else for foreign aid,
which moneys help produce the foreign
tungsten, but their support at home is
cut off. How can they pay taxes if their
work is shut down?

The deficiency bill came up here 2
weeks ago and most of us spoke at length
in behalf of the minerals program. We
stated our reasons at that time for be-
lieving that for the purposes of national
defense and for other reasons tungsten is
one of the most important minerals.
Now this tungsten program is a national
defense issue. This very morning Dr.
Arthur S. Flemming, former Director of
the Office of Defense Mobilization, stated
upon my questioning that he knew
of the research now going on in various
defense laboratories which shows that
by putting 15 percent more tungsten into
the alloy that goes into a jet motor that
such alloy ecan withstand a temperature
of 2,000° F.; there is even a possibility of
raising this figure to 3,000°. There is no
other metal that can withstand this de-
gree of temperature.

I asked Dr. Flemming this morning
about Public Law 733 and he replied:

We feel that Public Law 733 is sound pub-
lie policy at this time. Congress should go
through with this until a long-term policy
is developed.

I asked him if he could answer this
question, without revealing any classified
information:

When we know we are using more tungsten
all the time, could a world crisis come about
whereby the bulk of our present tungsten
could be swallowed up quickly for national
defense?

Mr, Flemming replied:

We are better off if the industry is a going
concern rather than shut down * * * thatis
why we came to the Congress and sald that
we felt that in order to keep these mines as
going concerns until a long-term policy was
approved that it would make good sense for
the Congress to adopt this interim stopgap
policy which would insure the continuation
of these industries until a long-term policy
was approved. Between now and the time
the long-term policy is enacted by Congress
(these world conditions) may be translated
into actual requirements and that may
change the national defense picture. If it
does, we can adjust to it. The industry is
there and we can acquire it, if it is necessary
to do so, but if these mines are shut down
and flooded with water, etc., If we decide
that we have to acquire additional supplies,
we would spend far more money than is
involved in this issue at the present time,
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Mr. BarInG. I wish to quote here from the
SBenate hearing this morning: “If Public Law
733 is carried out, then you can quickly
change and get your requirements?"

Dr. FLemmineg, This is right.

Mr. Barinc. But the danger is that the
mines will be closed and flooded and pos-
sibly at lot of miners—like in my own State,
some 3,000 miners are affected—would clear
out of the regions and the mines would go
to pot.

Dr. FLEMMING. It seems to me that the Gov-
ernment could be put in a ridiculous situa-
tion. Forget the defense angle for a moment
and let us assume that the Congress approves
a long-term nondefense policy which is de-
signed to improve the economic climate and
make it possible for these industries to be
an Integral part of our economy; if they are
already shut down the long-term policy does
not become very meaningful at that particu-
lar point.

From the defense point of view, there is
always a possibility of a shift in require-
ments and if we have a going concern we
can adjust to that shift in requirements.
That is why I have personally felt that this
Just made good sense on the part of Govern-
ment and a contrary policy would not be a
commonsense policy to follow under the cir-
cumstances.

I would, for the benefit of the House,
like to point out that Mr. McKenna, of
whose letter the gentleman from Ohio,
Mike KmirwaN, has made such an issue,
is not a producer but a fabricator and is
thus more interested in getting cheap
tungsten from foreign countries. I
would also like to point out the fact to
the House of Representatives that the
other body has reinstated the money, $30
million, into the urgency deficiency bill
and this action was passed by a 64 to
17 vote showing that two-thirds of the
Senate is certainly behind this program.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired. The Clerk will read the bill for
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

ADMINISTRATIVE FROVISIONS

The amount appropriated for the Geologl-
cal Survey shall be available for purchase
of not to exceed 125 passenger motor ve-
hicles, for replacement only; reimbursement
of the General Services Administration for
security guard service for protection of con-
fidential files; contracting for the furnishing
of topographic maps and for the making of
geophysical or other specialized surveys
when it is administratively determined that
such procedures are in the public interest;
construction and maintenance of necessary
buildings and appurtenant facllities; acqui-
sltion of lands for gaging stations; and pay-
ment of compensation and expenses of per-
sons on the rolls of the Geological Survey
appointed, as authorized by law, to repre-
sent the United States in the negotiation
and administration of interstate compacts,
including not to exceed $10,000 for the per-
son appointed by the President to partici-
pate as the representative of the United
States in the administration of the compact
consented to by the act of May 31, 1949 (63
Stat. 145) : Provided, That notwithstanding
the provisions of any other law, the Presi-
dent is authorized to appoint a retired officer
as such representative, without prejudice
to his status as a retired Army officer, and
he shall receive such compensation and ex-
penses in addition to his retired pay.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word. I am dis-
turbed by a statement I find on page
244 of the hearings in connection with
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the construction of a new building for
the Geological Survey. We find this
statement made by a Mr. Nolan:

The agreement with the Budget Bureau,
the Office of Defense Mobilization, and the
General Services Administration was that it
would be located within 10 to 15 miles of
Washington.

Going on, he said:

We learned indirectly that the Senate
committee was reluctant to authorize the
project because of the concern that was
expressed by District of Columbia people
over the effect of the proposed moves of so
many agencies and so many people from
downtown Washington.

Then he goes on to say:

This is almost a complete reversal, and
you remember the proposals that have been
made over the past 4 or 5 years that we
should move as far away from Washington
as possible,

My question is this: Who is running
this business of locating buildings in or
near the District of Columbia? Is it the
Washington Board of Trade? Who are
these “people” to whom Mr. Nolan re-
fers? I wonder if some member of the
Committee on Appropriations could tell
me. This building is probably justified,
but I would like to know who is estab-
lishing location policy.

Mr. KIRWAN. Ithink there areprob-
ably a half a dozen agencies, and one
has to get permission from the other.
There is the Planning Commission, and
two or three other commissions that all
dovetail into each other. One has to get
permission from the other before they
can do anything. But these are all the
results of acts of Congress.

Mr. GROSS. I understand that, but
it is——

Mr. EIRWAN. But I am telling you
what we have to do. They tell them it
should be moved out in the country
somewhere. They want to try to get a
building in the city, and every time they
try it there is objection to it. But the
committee itself feels the building should
bz in the city of Washington.

Mr. GROSS. We have traffic prob-
lems in the city of Washington and Con-
gress is continually called upon to build
bridges over the Potomac River or tun-
nels under it. Eventually Congress may
be called upon to operate ferry lines over
the Potomac in order to move traffic.
Why not locate this and other new build-
ings out to where there is parking space,
out where the people who are employed
by the Geological Survey can live close
to their work.

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. Yes; I am glad to yield
to the gentleman.

Mr. JENSEN. I want to say in re-
sponse to the gentleman's question, the
Geological Survey Agency is now located
in 19 different places throughout the Dis-
trict of Columbia and a couple of them
outside of the District. Now, as the
chairman has said, there is always a
hassle when the question arises, “Where
do you want this building? Do you want
it within the District of Columbia or
should we move it outside the District?"”
I might say that the committee has not
taken a position on that as yet, but in
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the final analysis I can assure the gentle-
man that before the Subcommittee on
Appropriations for the Interior Depart-
ment makes an appropriation to con-
struet this building we will know where
the building is going to be built and we
will know pretty well the circumstances
which surround the problems of traffic,
and soon. Some will say “We want that
building built outside the District,” and
perhaps half the people who work for the
agency live on the other side of the city.
You do not always save money just be-
cause you build the building outside the
city. There are many people that live
in apartment houses within the District
who work for the Geological Survey.
May I say that because of my high regard
for the top officers of the Geological Sur-
vey that I would be willing to leave the
location to their best judgment.

Mr. GROSS. I appreciate the gentle-
man'’s statement, and I prefaced my re-
marks by saying that I believed a build-
ing for the Geological Survey was in
order. But certain unidentified people
downtown seem to be dictating where the
building should go and I would like to
know who they are and whether their
reasons are purely mercenary.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Grossl has
expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. Gross
was granted 1 additional minute.)

Mr. LANKEFORD. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I yield.

Mr. LANKFORD. I would like to con-
gratulate the gentleman from Iowa in
bringing up this point. I would like to
join with him in the statement that I
think some of the Government buildings
should be moved outside the District of
Columbia to alleviate the traffic problems
here. In my own district there are a
thousand acres of Government land
which are lying there idle, and yet every
day these agencies buy additional land.
We hear they do not want to have an air-
port at Burke, so they will go down to
Belmont Bay and pay $8 million there to
save $2 million, while we in Maryland
have a perfectly good airport, Friendship
International, that is just as close as
Belmont Bay already in being and thou-
sands of acres of land available.

Mr. GROSS. And if the gentleman
will recall it was only a short time ago we
were told we ought to adopt a policy of
dispersion of buildings in future con-
struction for reasons of national defense.
Yet they continue to locate them in the
District, in the heart of the target area.

Mr. LANKFORD. The gentleman is
absolutely right.

The Clerk read as follows:

BuUreAU orF MINES
CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT OF MINERAL
RESOURCES

For expenses necessary for promoting the
conservation, exploration, development, pro-
duction, and utilization of mineral resources,
including fuels, in the United States, its Ter-
ritories and possessions; and developing syn-
thetics and substitutes; $18,700,000.

Mr, SISK. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I have the greatest re-
spect for the members of the Committee
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on Appropriations, and certainly I think
we are all concerned in the attempt to
reduce the size of the budget and reduce
expenditures. I do, however, want to
take this opportunity to express on be-
half of the people I represent what they
feel to be a breach of faith on the part
of the Congress of the United States in
not carrying on the domestic minerals
purchase program. A great many of the
people concerned in the production of
these minerals proceeded with explora-
tion and development and spent thou-
sands and thousands of dollars because
of the passage of Public Law T733. Today
they feel very definitely they are being
let down and that there has been a lack
of faith on the part of the Congress of
the United States.

Certainly, as I said, I have the greatest
respect for the committee, and particu-
larly for my good friend, the gentleman
from Ohio, with whom I have discussed
this matter personally. It does not re-
move from the minds of the people, par-
ticularly in the western areas who have
expended thousands of dollars, the feel-
ing that they are being abused on the
basis of what this Congress did in en-
acting the law, to develop these mines,
They felt they were doing something for
the welfare of this country, something
that would strengthen the defense of this
country. Certainly I cannot let this op-
portunity pass without calling the at-
tention of my colleagues in the House to
what I firmly believe to be unfair treat-
ment of a great segment of our people in
the West. Certainly it is my hope that
before this session ends, somewhere down
the line we will be able to restore the
money for this program in order to keep
the faith which these people have in the
Congress of the United States.

Mr, BARING. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, SISK. I yield.

Mr. BARING. I would like to point
out at this stage that the other body has
reinstated the funds that we denied in
the deficiency bill.

Mr, SISK. I thank the gentleman,
and I certainly hope that in the other
body action will be taken to continue the
program,

The Clerk read as follows:

OFFICE OF TERRITORIES
ADMINISTRATION OF TERRITORIES

For expenses necessary for the adminlstra-
tion of Territories and for the departmental
administration of the Trust Territory of the
Pacific Islands, under the jurisdiction of the
Department of the Interior, including ex-
penses of the offices of the Governors of
Alaska, Hawaii, Guam, American Samoa, as
authorized by law (48 U. S. C., secs. 61, 531,
1422, 1431a (c)): salaries of the Governor
of the Virgin Islands, the Government Sec-
retary, and the members of their immediate
staffs as authorized by law (48 U. S, C. 1591);
compensation and mileage of members of
the legislatures in Alaska, Hawail, Guam,
American Samoa, and the Vlrgln Islands as
authorized by law (48 U. 8. C., secs. 87, 509,
1421d (e), 1431a (c), and 1572e); compen-
sation and expenses of the judiciary in
American Samoa as authorized by law (48
U. 8. C. 1431a (e)); grants to American
Samoa, in addition to current local revenues,
for support of governmental functions; and
personal services, household equipment and
furnishings, and utilities necessary in the
operation of the houses of the Governors of
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Alaska, Hawail, Guam, and American Samoa:
$1,965,000: Provided, That the Territorial
and local governments herein provided for
are authorized to make purchases through
the General Services Administration: Pro-
vided further, That appropriations available
for the administration of Territories may be
expended for the purchase, charter, mainte-
nance, and operation of aircraft and surface
vessels for officlal purposes and for commer-
cial transportation purposes found by the
Secretary to be necessary.

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last word, and
take this time to propound a question to
the chairman of the committee. Is it
the committee’s position that in the al=
lowance of $25,000 to take care of the
audit proposed by the Governor of Guam,
it would obviate the necessity of the local
government duplicating the same re-
sponsibility ?

Mr. KIRWAN. The Governor of
Guam testified before the committee and
said he needed an auditor to make an
independent audit. I think that is so.

Mr. ASPINALL. Is this in place of
an audit that the legislature might it-
self authorize or would it be in addition
to that?

Mr. KIRWAN. It would be in addi-
tion to that. He wants to get his own
information as to the standing of the
place over there, coming in as a new
governor.

The Clerk read as follows:

INDIAN CLAIMS COMMISSION

Salaries and expenses: For expenses neces-
sary to carry out the purposes of the act
of August 13, 1946 (25 U. S. C. 70), creating
an Indian Claims Commission, $177,700, of
which not to exceed $3,600 shall be available
for expenses of travel. .

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I take this time not to
offer any change in the language of this
legislation but to express the apprecia-
tion which I am sure is in the hearts of
many Indian people in this country for
the action taken by the committee with
regard to funds for the work of the In-
dian Claims Commission. The work of
that Commission has been lagging. It
is a problem of which the House Interior
Committee is well aware and which we
are pleased to see cognizance has been
taken of by the Appropriations Commit-
tee in providing additional funds.

I hope the Appropriations Committee
will follow the very desirable action with
regard to this appropriation by insisting
that the Department of Justice when it
seeks its appropriation will also secure
sufficient funds to do the job that it
needs to do to bring these cases to issue.
Much of the lag that is present in the
work of the Indian Claims Commission
is due directly to the failure of the De-
partment of Justice to file its pleadings
in these cases and to bring these cases
to trial.

I think this subcommittee has taken
the very necessary first step toward get-
ting this problem behind us, a very nec-
essary problem to be resolved before we
can actually have a full resolution of our
Indian problems.

If the Committee on Appropriations
will just follow up by seeing that the
Justice Department also obtains the
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money and uses that money to get these
cases tried, then I think the Congress
will have taken a very, very long step
toward a complete solution of the Indian
problem. I want to thank the committee
for the work done in this regard.

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I think it should be
stated in regard to the Indian Service
that in this bill you will see the commit-
tee has appropriated the budget request
for additional schoolrooms and teachers
for Indian children. Appropriation is
made in this bill for additional educa-
tional facilities for 5,090 Indian chil-
dren, which means that after this money
has been expended in fiscal 1958 school
facilities will be provided for every In-
dian child of school age. Just 4 years
ago there were over 15,000 Indian chil-
dren of school age that were not in school
because there were no school facilities
or the necessary teachers. Mr. Emmons,
Director of the Indian Service, took hold
of that situation, and with comparatively
little money as against what former di-
rectors of the Indian Service said it
would take, has done this great job of
getting all the Indian children in school
and also in establishing schools that will
teach children many different kinds of
voeations, which will finally bring about
the desired situation where Indians will
be self-supporting much sooner than has
been expected and the Indians will be in
a position to be emancipated, so to speak.
I am sure I express the sentiments of
every member of the committee when I
say that we are very happy to compli-
ment Mr. Emmons for the great job he
has done in getting the Indian children
in school and providing for vocational
training which will fit these Indians, not
only the children but the adults, to make
their own living in this great blessed land
of theirs and ours.

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JENSEN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Oklahoma.

Mr. EDMONDSON. Iwantto jointhe
gentleman in expressing appreciation to
Commissioner Glenn Emmons for his
leadership in this educational field. I
think the program which he in large
measure is responsible for, for an ex-
panded educational program, not only
for Indian children but for adults as
well, is a real milepost in the history of
Indian legislation and of Indian pro-
grams, and I think the gentleman from
Iowa, who has been one of the leaders
in the fight for vocational educational
programs for our Indian children, is de-
serving of the appreciation of not only
the Indian people but of his colleagues
in the House.

Mr. JENSEN, I thank the gentleman.
May I say that every member of this
committee has been very active and
greaily interested in the Indian problem,
and I have nothing but the highest
praise for every member of the commit-
tee for a job well done, and we thank
every Member of this House who has
supported the committee so loyally over
the past many years.

Mr. ENOX. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. JENSEN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr., ENOX. I should like to ask the
gentleman relative to the educational
facilities for Indians, if that is “without
exception” through the entire Nation?

Mr. JENSEN. That is right.

Mr. KNOX. Now I come back to a
date when the Congress deeded over
property which was owned by the Fed-
eral Government to the State of Michi-
gan and in doing so the State of Michi-
gan became responsible for the educa-
tion and institutional care of all Indians
in the State of Michigan. Now, the gen-
tleman said this is “without exception,”
and I am wondering whether it is without
exception or whether Michigan is still
going to have to continue to care for all
of the Indian children in the State of
Michigan whether on the reservation or
otherwise.

Mr. JENSEN. I do not know how the
legislation reads which the State of
Michigan passed, but if the State of
Michigan passed legislation which pro-
vided that it would take over the respon-
sibility of the Indians in your State in
toto, then, of course, that holds as a State
law. We are happy that your State took
such action, and I am sure the gentle-
man must be proud of his State for
taking such action.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Iowa has expired.

The Clerk concluded the reading of
the bill,

Mr. EIRWAN. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise and re-
port the bill back to the House, with the
recommendation that the bill do pass.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. Price, Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H, R. 5189) making appropriations for
the Department of the Interior and re-
lated agencies for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1958, and for other purposes, had
directed him to report the bill back to the
House with the recommendation that the

bill do pass.
Mr. KEIRWAN. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
engrossment and third reading of the
bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
passage of the bill.

The bill was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND
LABOR
Mr, SMITH of Virginia, from the Com-
mittee on Rules, reported the following
privileged resolution (H. Res. 168, Rept.
No. 169), which was referred to the
House Calendar and ordered to be
printed:
Resolved, That the Committee on Educa-
tion and Labor, effective from January 3,
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1957, acting as a whole or by subcommittee,
is authorized and directed to conduct studies
and investigations relating to matters com-
ing within the jurisdiction of such commit-
tee under rule XI, clause 6, of the Rules of
the House of Representatives. For such pur-
pose such committee, or any subcommittee
thereof, is authorized to sit and act during
the present Congress at such times and places
within the United States, its Territories and
possessions, whether the House is in session,
has recessed, or has adjourned, to hold such
hearings, and to require by subpena or other-
wise the attendance and testimony of such
witnesses and the production of such books,
records, correspondence, memorandums, pa-
pers, and documents as it deems necessary.
Subpenas shall be issued only over the signa-
ture of the chairman of the committee or a
member of the committee designated by him;
they may be served by any person designated
by such chairman or member. The chairman
of the committee or any member thereof may
administer oaths to witnesses.

The committee may report to the House of
Representatives from time to time during the
present Congress the results of its studies and
investigations, with such recommendations
Tor legislation or otherwise as the committee
deems desirable. Any report submitted when
the House is not in session shall be filed with
the Clerk of the House.

With the following committee amend-
ments:

That the Committee on Education and
Labor, effective from January 4, 1957, acting
as a whole or by subcommittee, is authorized
to conduct a full and complete study and in-
vestigation of all matters—

(1) Relating to employee health, welfare,
and pension plans;

{2) Relating to the question of Federal aid
to school construction; and

(3) Relating to education and labor
generally.

For the purposes of such investigations and
studies the committee, or any subcommittee
thereof, is authorized to sit and act during
the present Congress at such times and places
within the United States, its Territories, and
possessions, whether the House has recessed
or has adjourned, to hold such hearings, and
to require by subpena or otherwise the at-
tendance and testimony of such witnesses
and the production of such bhooks, records,
correspondence, memoranda, papers, and
documents as it deems necessary. Subpenas
shall be issued only over the signature of the
chairman of the committee or a member of
the committee deslgnated by him; they may
be served by any person designated by such
chairman or member. The chairman of the
committee or any member thereof may ad-
minister oaths to witnesses.

The committee may report to the House of
Representatives from time to time during the
present Congress the results of its studies and
investigations, with such recommendations
for legislation or otherwise as the committee
deems desirable. Any report submitted when
the House is not in session shall be filed with
the Clerk of the House.

Amend the title so as to read: “Reso-
Jution to authorize the Committee on
Education and Labor to conduct studies
and investigations relating to certain
matters coming within its jurisdiction.”

ARMY NATIONAL GUARD AND ARMY
RESERVE 6-MONTHS' TRAINING
PROGRAM
Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. Mr.

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to

address the House for 1 minute and to

revise and extend my remarks.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Louisiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. Mr.
Speaker, I rise this morning to announce
to the membership that the Subcommit-
tee on Armed Services which was con-
sidering the dispute of the Army and
National Guard has reached a solution of
the problem which is satisfactory to all
parties. We had a vote this morning
in the subcommittee and approved a
“memorandum of understanding” which
has been worked out with the Army and
the Army National Guard Association.

Under the terms of this memorandum
of understanding enlistees between the
ages of 17 and 18 will be given 6
months’ active field training in the Na-
tional Guard after the 1st of January
1958. Prior to that time they can enlist
in a program of 11 weeks’ training, but
that program will cease to exist January
1, 1958.

When the 6-months’ program goes
into effect, the Army agrees to certain
programs to assure the strength of the
National Guard so we may know that at
no time will the strength of the National
Guard fall below the level set by the
United States Congress which at the
present time is 400,000.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to place in the Recorp at this point a
short statement which I made before
the subcommittee this morning together
with a copy of this memorandum of un-
derstanding entered into between the
Army and the National Guard so that it
will be available to all the Members of
the House.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Lou-
isiana?

There was no objection.

(The matter referred to follows:)

Members of the subcommittee, I have
called the subcommittee together so that
I could submit a memorandum of under-
standing concerning the Army National
Guard and the Army Reserve 6-months
training program.

Everyone knows the problems we have had
in this regard. The Department of the
Army issued a directive on January 19 which
requires all National Guard recrults to per-
form 6 months of active-duty training after
April 1, 1957. The Guard opposed the pro-
visions of this directive. The subcommit-
tee held 2 full weeks of hearings on this
pmblem. The subcommittee then author-
ized the chairman to proceed to negotiate
this matter with the Army and the National
Guard, in order to see if some area of agree-
ment could not be reached.

I have discussed this problem with virtu-
s.lly every member of the subcommittee and
many members of the full committee. Icon-
tacted representatives of the Army and of
the National Guard Association and dis-
cussed the matter at length with both
groups.

As a result I can now announce to the
subcommittee that a full agreement has
been reached with the National Guard Asso-
ciatlon and the Army.

Practically all of our members agree that
6 months of active duty training should be
required of new recruits in the National
Guard. The big problem has been to decide
when this program should go into effect and
how we could assure the Guard that the
overall strength of the National Guard would
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not be materially decreased after the new
program was put into effect. :

The members of the subcommittee will
find before them a memorandum of under-
standing. I will have the agreement read
in a moment, but I can tell you that this
memorandum of understanding settles the
two questions which have plagued us for the
past 3 weeks. It provides that the 11 weeks'
training program advocated by the Guard
will go into effect in conjunction with the
6 months training, but the 11 weeks’ training
program will be discontinued on January 1,
1958, Furthermore, all persons enlisting in
the 11 weeks' program must have completed
their training by that date. After January 1,
1958, all new recruits in the Guard under
26 years of age will be required to perform
6 months of active duty training.

The agreement assures the Guard that its
strength will not decrease below approxi-
mately 400,000, or such strength as may be
set by appropriations of Congress. There
are several ways that this can be accom-
plished and these are included in the agree-
ment.

In all such matters where there is an
honest difference of opinion there must be
glve and take on the part of all parties, if an
agreement is to be reached. Both the Army
and the National Guard, in my judgment,
have been extremely fair in their approach to
this problem and are entitled to high credit
for their actions and good faith in attempt-
ing to work out an agreement.

If this report is adopted by the subcom-
mittee it should bring to a close an old con-
troversy which has existed between the
Regular Army and the National Guard. As
a matter of fact, if this memorandum of
understanding is agreed to by the subcom-
mittee it can well be considered a basis upon
which a new era of good will and under-
standing between the National Guard and
the United States Army will begin, and in
the future may be considered as a corner-
stone of support for the strongest and most
active establishment the Army has been able
to maintain in this country in peacetime.

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING REGARDING
THE ARMY NATiONAL GUARD AND ArmMY RE-
SERVE'S 6 MONTHS' TRAINING PROGRAM

1. Until January 1, 1958, persons between
the ages of 17 and 181 may enlist in the
National Guard for 11 weeks of active duty
training and the remainder of the unex-
pended portion of the obligation is to be
spent in the National Guard (Ready Re-
serve), where actlve participation will be
required, provided, persons entering the 11
weeks' training program must have enlisted
in such program on a date sufficiently prior
to January 1, 1958, to insure completion
of 11 weeks of training by January 1, 1958.

2. Persons within the age group 17 to 181%
who voluntarily perform 6 consecutive
months' active-duty training will only be
required to serve 3 years in addition to the
6 months' active duty for training in the
National Guard (Ready Reserve) where
active participation will be required. At the
end of that period they may be transferred
to the Standby Reserve for the remaining
41, years of their total 8-year obligation.
It is understood, however, that these young
men may remain in the National Guard, if
acceptable, and if they volunteer to do so.

3. Beginning January 1, 1958, all persons
enlisting in the National Guard between the
ages of 17 and 183 will be required to per-
form 6 months of active duty for training,
and the 11 weeks’ active-duty training course
will be discontinued. The Ready and Stand-
by Reserve obligations will be the same as
set forth in the foregoing paragraph, 6
months' active duty for training, 3 years
Ready Reserve and 44 years Standby Re-
serve.

4. Persons between the ages 181, through
25 enlisting in the National Guard will be
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required to perform 6 months of active duty
training to be followed by 514 years’ service
in the National Guard (Ready Reserve)
where active participation will be required.

b. Persons in a deferred status, age 26 and
over, who possess qualifications in a tech-
niecal or scarce MOS, under regulations pre-
scribed by the Secretary of the Army, and
members of the Alaska Scouts will not be
required to undergo active duty for training
upon enlistment in the National Guard, but
may volunteer to do so.

6. It is agreed that the size of the Army
National Guard shall be maintained at an
authorized strength of approximately 400,000
for the remainder of fiscal year 1957 and
fiscal year 1958, and thereafter at such
greater or lesser strength as may be de-
termined in annual appropriations of the
Congress, and it is agreed to use every means
to maintain the Guard at approximately the
determined figure. The Army agrees to pro-
vide sufficient spaces in the 6 months' train-
ing program to allow the National Guard to
reach this figure, taking into consideration
the input into the Guard from other pro-
grams.

7. Persons enlisting while satisfactorily
pursuing a full-time course of high school
instruction may have their active duty for
training deferred for a period of not more
than 1 year in order not to interrupt their
high school course of instruction; provided,
that persons enlisting for 11 weeks of active
duty for tralning may be deferred from
entrance on such active duty for training
until their graduation; provided, they will
complete their active duty for training prior
to January 1, 1958.

8. It is agreed that everything possible will
be done to maintain the Army National
Guard at its appropriated strength, supra,
including the following actions:

(a) Recruitment of persons between 17
and 18!4 years of age for either 11 weeks’ or
6 months' active duty for training as set
forth in paragraphs 1 and 2, supra.

(b) Recruitment of persons age 18 through
25 for the 6 months of active duty for train-
ing as set forth in paragraph 4, supra.

(¢) Recruitment of persons age 26 through
35 as set forth in paragraph 5, supra.

(d) Nonassignment of prior service per-
sonnel to the United States Army Reserve
for a period of 60 days subsequent to their
release from active duty during which time
the Army National Guard shall have ex-
clusive opportunity for recruitment of such
personnel. i

(e) Recruitment for the Army National
Guard will be accomplished by the Regular
Army Recruiting Service-on the same basis
as recruitment for the active establishment
and the Army Reserve,

(f) As a last resort, the prerelease of per=
sonnel on active duty.

INTERNATIONAL PANCAKE DAY
RACE AT LIBERAL, KANS,

Mr. BREEDING. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my
remarks, and include extraneous matter,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Kansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. BREEDING. Mr. Speaker, in old
England it was customary for the house-
wives to drop whatever they were doing
and hurry to the church at the tolling
of the bell to be “shriven” of their sins.
In 1445 a wife in Olney, England, started
baking her pancakes rather late. They
were not quite finished when the church
bell rang, but she hurried off to the
“shriving” carrying her griddle and pan-
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cakes with her. Thus an annual sport-
ing event was born.

In Liberal we heard of this 500-year-
old event of pancake racing over a 415-
yard course from the town pump to the
church, and in 1950 the challenge was
accepted by Rev. R. C. Collins, vicar of
Olney. In the running of the First In-
ternational Pancake Day Race over iden-
tical eourses, times of the winners in
both Liberal and Olney were compared
by transatlantic telephone.

Mrs. Breeding and I cordially invite
the Members of the 85th Congress to
attend this world famous celebration in
Liberal, Kans., on March 5, 1957.

Lieeran, EKans—One of the strangest
events in the realm of athletics will take
place in Liberal March 5 when housewives
will run 415 yards through the main streets
at 11:556 a. m. flipping pancakes in skillets
in a traditional race with the housewives of
Olney, England. In the eighth annual such
race, Olney housewives will be trying to even
the score. Liberal leads, 4 to 3.

It all started more than 500 years ago in
England when on Shrove Tuesday, the day
before lent, housewives used up accumulated
cooking fats before fasting by baking pan-
cakes. Legend has it that one day a house-
wife baking pancakes lost track of time until
suddenly she heard the church bell ring,
calling everyone to the shriving service in
the church. In her haste she ran to the
church, clad in her apron and with her
skillet in hand, and this was the first pan-
cake racer.

Other women of Olney in following years,
not to be outdone by their neighbors, got
into the act. The one who beat the others
to the church was kissed by the Verger, and
the kiss came to be called the “kiss of peace™
and is still the traditional prize for the
winner of the pancake race here and in
England.

Liberal got into the competition in 1950
after a pleture of the Olney racers appeared
in a magazine. Liberal jaycees decided that
their housewives might be just as fast on
their feet as the English women. They dis-
patched a letter to the Viear of Olney, who
ramrods the race over there, challenging the
English to an international race. Vicar
Collins quickly accepted and the race was
on.
Each year since '&e‘n on Shrove Tuesday
thousands of cheering spectators crowd the
streets in each town to watch the apron-clad
housewives flit and flip their way merrily
down the village streets in this sporting ges-
ture of international good will.

In spite of any temporary diplomatic dif-
ferences between the United States and Eng-
land, the race has always been carried out
in a spirit of friendly competition and has
remained a strong and permanent link of
international friendship between the people
of the two countries.

In Liberal the race course is over brick and
asphalt streets. In Olney the setting is cob-
blestone streets, thatched-roofed cottages,
and the old bull-inn. Both races, according
to age-old tradition, end at a church, where
the kiss of peace is administered—in Eng-
land by the church verger and in Eansas by
the British Consul. The accompanying whirr
of television cameras and the general hub-
bub of a major celebration are background
additions to the traditional kiss, brought on
by intense new coverage of the event.

The Eansans are one up on the British
now after Mrs. Nina Jordan, 25-year-old gas
company employee, ran the cold and slippery
415 yards in 1:14.6 last year to beat the Olney
time of 1:15.2. Winning times are compared
by transatlantic telephone eall.

In the eighth annual race coming up, Mrs.
Jordan is expected to defend her title. The
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traveling trophy, a griddle engraved with
past winners' names, now hangs in the Lib-
eral Chamber of Commerce office for all the
townsfolk to see. Approximately a dozen
housewlives are in training now to prevent
the loss of the trophy.

Various methods of training are used,
usually under husband’'s advice, most of the
would-be contestants practice running in the
later afternoons or evenings. And it is
nothing to see a woman running round and
round the block where she lives flipping her
pancake in a skillet, cheered on by the mem-
bers of her family.

One more serious contestant in recent
years would eat nothing for breakfast but a
cereal guaranteed to give you the utmost in
pep and energy, and would eat no fats for
months hefore the race. Others give up
chocolates and cigarettes or go for long dally
walks to build up thelr wind.

The police were alerted one evening when
rural residents saw a man in an automobile
apparently trying to run down a woman on
the road. As it turned out, she was prac-
ticing for the pancake race, in the lights of
the car while her husband times her efforts.

Athletic attire is prohibited in the race.
Regular housewifely garb of housedresses,
paron, headscarf, and oxfords or regular
street shoes are required.

The best time ever turned in for the race
was 1:05.1 by Mrs. Binnie Dick in 1855. She
won the race here three consecutive years,
and was international champion twice.
After three local victories, a contestant is
disqualified.

With a tradition of 500 years of racing
behind them, Olney housewives jumped off
to a quick lead, winning in 1950 and 1951.
Liberal women soon caught on and won in
1952. Olney avenged their loss in 1953, but
Liberal girls found the winning combination
and swept the 19564, 1955, and 1956 races for
a record string of consecutive victorles.

Winning times are:

Year Liberal, | Olney,

Kans, | England
1950 1:18 1:10.4
1951 1:14.5 1:12.1
1952 1:08 1:10.8
1853 1:09 1:07.2
1954 1:07.7 1:12.2
1955 1:05.1 1:18. 5
1856 1:14.6 1:15.2

Interest will run high in the March 5 event
in both places. Olney will be trying hard
to even up the score. Liberal will be trying
to chalk up the comfortable margin another
win would bring. The whole town is pitching
in with feverish excitement making ready
for the day-long celebration which accom-
panies the event. Festivities here include a
parade, beauty and amateur contests, dances,
and parties honoring the visiting celebrities
who crowd into the small town of 10,000 for
the unique spectacle. Liberal, not normally
well known for its athletics, will shine if
pancake racing is ever added to the Olympies.

PANCAKE DAy ScHEDULE, LIBERAL, KaNS,
TUESDAY, MARCH 5, 1957, PANCAKE DAY

6:45 a. m.: All Civic Club pancake break-
fast.

9:30 a. m.: Pancake Day parade,

11:15 a. m.: Kids' Pancake Day race.

11:56 a. m.: International Pancake Day
race.

12:15 p. m.: Telephone call to Olney, Eng-
land.
1 p. m.: Kiddies free matinee—plaza.

1:30 p. m.: Five-State beauty contest.

4:30 p. m.: Fifth annual all-American Pan=-
cake Day race.

7 p. m.: Pinals of amateur contest, coro-
nation of international, and sall-American
race winners.
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NEAR EASTERN POLICY

The SPEAEER. Under previous or-
der of the House, the gentleman from
California [Mr. RoosEVELT] is recog-
nized for 60 minutes.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, I
rise to bring before the House the im-
portant issues arising out of the Presi-
dent’s speech to the country last
Wednesday, because it is my firm con-
viction that these issues need a thorough
airing. I hope that at the conclusion of
my remarks, as many Members as pos-
sible will join in the debate. I propose
to yield the floor to any Member for com-
ments after my remarks are completed.

There is something very wrong in the
picture of the United States supporting
sanctions against a small democracy
like Israel., It violates the traditional
American sense of fair play. I was
amazed that the President of the United
States in his speech chose to call Israel
an aggressor, as if there had not been
justified provocation because of numer=-
ous belligerent acts by Egypt. The
Arab-Israeli conflict did not begin on
October 29. There is a long history
of Arab guerrilla warfare and aggression
prior to that date, culminating in the
self-defense action of Israel. During the
Arab invasion at the establishment of
the State of Israel in 1947, Israel suffered
over 10,000 casualties. Continued ag-
gression by Egypt and other Arab States
after the signing of the armistice agree-
ments, for example, took the lives of 100
Israelis and left 132 others wounded in
1951 alone, In fact, from the signing
of the armistice agreements to the end
of 1955, Israel has suffered 1,293 casual-
ties at the hands of the Nasser-inspired
guerrilla armies operating to a large ex-
tent from bases in the Gaza Strip, I
may add that the Gaza Strip is not
Egyptian territory and its Arab inhabit-
ants are not recognized as Egyptian
citizens, nor has Egypt ever done any-
thing for these 200,000 refugees. Let it
be established once and for all that the
action of Israel was wholly an act of
legitimate self-defense.

I was equally amazed by a recent state-
ment of one of my colleagues here on the
floor of the House that our paramount
interest demands that we do not dare
to antagonize the Arab nations for fear
that this would jeopardize our oil inter-
ests. I hope that we will never come
to the point when we have to sell our
friends down the river for a mess of oil
or sacrifice our historic moral principles
for the sake of expediency, and when I
speak of these moral principles, I want
them to be applied in accord with a
single standard in all situations.

The double standard of morals at the
United Nations is revolting to most
Americans. We cannot accept without
protest one rule for the strong nations
and another for the weak., We cannot
ignore the fact that Soviet Russia has
defied 11 resolutions dealing with the
Hungarian situation, India objects to
the United Nations resolution dealing
with the Kashmir problem, and I have
yet to hear in the United Nations a de=-
mand for punitive measures against
either of these nations, or against Egypt,
which has openly and repeatedly defied
the United Nations Security Council
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resolution of 1951, calling for a halt to
her practice of blockading the Suez
against Israeli shipping.

There is a lamentable tendency to
gloss over the fact that Israel's insist-
ence upon firm guaranties for the secu-
rity of its citizens and the freedom of its
shipping is the result of belligerent acts
by Egypt. The raids of the Egyptian
fedayeen and the blockades imposed by
Egypt against Israel shipping through
Suez and through the Gulf of Aqaba were
acts of war openly proclaimed as such by
Egypt when she attempted to justify the
violation of the armistice agreements to
which she had affixed her signature in
1949,

In this perspective, it becomes un-
thinkable and immoral to speak of im-
posing sanctions against Israel. If
Israel withdrew her troops from the
shores of the Straits of Tiren and from
the Gaza Strip without adequate guar-
anties, Egyptian raids would begin once
more and the blockade of Agaba would
be restored. It would be far more fitting
if the United Nations first obtained from
Colonel Nasser a renunciation of his self-
proclaimed state of belligerency against
Israel, and until Egypt is prepared to
enter some satisfactory arrangement,
the United Nations should station its
emergency force at Agaba and in the
Gaza Strip, so that peace can be main-
tained along her borders with Israel.

It is manifestly unfair for the United
States to continue the economic squeeze
whieh it is presently imposing on Israel,
and I strongly deplore our failure to
resume our aid program to Israel. I
wonder how many of my colleagues are
aware that the 1956 program of surplus
foods for Israel amounting to about
forty to fifty million dollars is in a state
suspension. In addition, the $25 million
grant-in-aid to Israel voted by the Con-
gress under the foreign-aid program has
not gone forward, and the technical-
assistance program to Israel, which has
brought our top experts to help in devel-
oping Israel's agriculture, industry,
transportation, health and education,
public administration, and mass com-
munications facilities, has been inter-
rupted by the recall of most of these ex-
perts. Israel thus is faced with a major
economic problem at a time when it is
admitting over 80,000 homeless refugees.
Given this increased flow of refugees,
riany of them victims of communism in
Hungary and Poland, as well as the per-
secuted Jews from Egypt and north
Africa, the withdrawal of American aid
constitutes severe hardship. In addi-
tion, the arbitrary denial of passports to
American citizens who wish to travel to
Israel, particularly now that the holy
season of Passover is approaching, con-
stitutes a particularly unfriendly act on
the part of this administration toward
the only democratic country in the Mid-
dle East. I call upon the President to
restore this urgently needed aid and to
treat Israel once again as she is entitled
to be treated as a valuable ally in our
battle against Communist aggression.

President Eisenhower told the Nation
that the United Nations ought to sup-
port peace in the Middle East. He has
thrown the full responsibility for keep-
ing the peace in the Middle East to the
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United Nations. Here is where the trou-
ble lies. Without lessening our support
of the U. N., we must recognize the exist-
ing hard fact.

There is a voting bloec in the United
Nations which has developed within the
year which could spell death for the lit-
tle nation of Israel in the years ahead.
‘We should consider it.

Because of the Soviet veto in the Secu-
rity Council, the real power of the United
Nations has shifted to the General As-
sembly, where all the nations may vote.
But in the assembly, a resolution can be
adopted only by a two-thirds vote.

This gives the Afro-Asian-Soviet group
of 36 nations the power to defeat any
resolution of which it disapproves.

This applies today to the Israel debate
because it means that while sanctions
against Israel could be adopted, no Gen-
eral Assembly resolution could be passed
against Egypt if she resumed the block-
ade against Israel shipping and the raids
against Israel settlements. It means
that the United Naticns can no longer
strike a just balance on the Arab-
Israel issue.

It behooves us, therefore, to evolve our
own foreign policy in the area, a policy
that is firmly based upon our own in-
terests, that is willing to take risks in
pursuance of our objectives, not a set of
platitudes. Such a policy would have
as its paramount aim, the welfare of the
United States and its allies in the free
world, and would prove ourselves to be
a nation interested in true justice, not
just in temporary gain because of oil
considerations or other special interests.

There has been much talk of a “void”
in the Middle East, with respect to re-
sponsible leadership. If we are truly in-
terested in filling that veid, in the in-
terests of permanent peace, even now it
is not too late to do some or all of the
following:

First. Secure from Egypt a valid and
legal binding agreement to give to the
United Nations the responsibility of
maintaining free passage through the
Straits of Tiran for all nonbelligerent
shipping of all nations. Failing this, to
reach agreement with appropriate na-
tions mutually binding themselves to
guarantee this freedom of passage.

Second. Failing a voluntary agreement
by Egypt that United Nations forces
should be permanently established in
control of military and civilian functions
in the Gaza Strip, we should lead a fight
for a declaration by the Assembly of the
United Nations that because of the vio-
lations of previous armistice agreements,
it has become the responsibility of the
United Nations to assume such powers.

Third. To secure from the United
Nations Assembly a statement thaf any
further assaults upon Israel territory or
citizens from the Sinai Desert will justify
the closing of the border and the man-
ning of the border by United States
security forces.

Fourth. A statement that the United
States will consider a failure by Egypt
to help organize and adhere to the inter-
nationally controlled Suez Canal admin-
istration will be considered by the United
States as an indication of bad faith, and
result in immediate steps by the United
States in establishing other means of
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transportation to the Mediterranean, in-
cluding passage through Israel from the
Gulf of Agaba.

Fifth. An all-out effort in the United
Nations to secure and to set up enforce-
ment machinery for an embargo of all
military arms shipments to any country
of the Middle East until permanent
peaceful conditions and treaties have
been reached between Israel and the
Arab States.

Only such an approach would justify
the terms we are demanding of Israel.
Admittedly, it is not an easy one, but it
can contribute immeasurably to the paci-
fication and progress of the Near East,
and would not injure our Western ideas
of liberty and freedom. It certainly is
far less dangerous than the present ill-
fated policy of toying with sanctions of
doubtful morality and high-explosive po-
tential. Mr. Speaker, it is high time that
the United States, under the leadership
of its President, rise to the great chal-
lenge of our time. The privilege of lead-
ing the world forces of freedom will, I
pray, be met by a program bold enough,
far sighted enough, and humane enough
to insure the coming of lasting peace with
justice.

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I am delighted to
yield to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. ROONEY. I wish to commend
the gentleman from California upon
these forthright statements and say that
I agree with him.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I thank the gen-
tleman very much indeed.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I am happy to
yield to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. AppoNIzio]l may
extend his remarks immediately follow-
ing those of the distinguished gentleman
from California; and, on my own be-
half, I ask unanimous consent that my
remarks may also be extended at this
point in the Recorp and to include two
documents which I am about to refer to,
together with tabulations and exhibits
connected thereto.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Isthere
objection to the request of the gentleman
from New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I am
very glad that the gentleman from Cali-
fornia has seen fit to take this time. I
know the distinguished gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. BoyrLel will follow him
shortly with another special order on the
same subject. I wish to commend them
and all of the other Members of the
House who participate in these special
orders for giving their time and atten-
tion to this very important matter.

May I direct the attention of the House
to certain facts to supplement or cor-
roborate what is being said. Corrobo-
ration of the distinguished gentleman’s
statements is unnecessary. Neverthe-
less some people may say, you made some
statements, you made some charges, Is
there any evidence to back them up?

Mr. Speaker, there is ample evidence
to substantiate every statement of fact
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that has been made on the subject by
the distinguished gentleman from Cali-
fornia. One document I hold in my
hand is entitled “Nasser’s Pattern of Ag-
gression.” Its contents will be included
in my remarks in accordance with leave
already granted to me. This contains
the translations into English of various
documents. The Arabic appears here,
too, but in accordance with the rules of
the House the Arabic will not appear in
the REcorp. The translations into Eng-
lish will. These are photostats of orig-
inal documents captured from the Egyp-
tian Army, taken from prisoners cap-
tured by the Israel Army.

They contain, among other things,
original orders issued to these men, not
only issued to the officers and members
of the Egyptian armed forces but to the
guerrillas, to the fedayeens, the trained
guerrillas, who are actually part and
parcel of the Egyptian Army. We find
set forth here their orders to go into
Israel and commit all kinds of murder
and ravage, robbery and destruction.
You have the details here, the dates of
the orders, the precise directions to these
people. Throughout these documents
you will find repeated the statement that
Egypt and Egyptians eannot rest and
will not rest until every Israeli has been
annihilated.

I have in my hand another document
which in accordance with leave granted
to me will also be spread on the RECORD
as part of my remarks. It deals with
ancther important phase of this matter,
though actually independent of the war
or belligerency between Egypt and Israel
or between the Arabs and Israel. It is
entitled “The Black Record. Nasser's
Persecution of Egyptian Jewry.”

Here you have documented Nasser’s
persecution of Jews of all nationalities,
not only British Jews, French Jews,
Jews who came there from all parts of
Europe, but the native born Egyptians,
men, women, and children who trace
their ancestry back to Jews who were
born in Egypt, long before Nasser’s an-
cestors. These people have been de-
prived of their Egyptian nationality
solely because they are Jews. The Brit-
ish Jews, the French Jews, other Euro-
pean Jews who had sought refuge in
Eegypt during the Hitler days, are all de-
prived of their rights. Many of them
had been mnaturalized as Egyptian
citizens.

By one fell swoop of the hand, Mr.
Nasser, after, I repeat, after the fighting
ceased, after the United Nations said,
this fighting between Israel and Egypt,
and between Britain and France and
Egypt, must stop, and after they had
stopped the fighting, Nasser issued these
decrees depriving these people of all of
their rights and drove them all out of
Egypt. Many of them were given orders
to leave on an hour’s notice. As these
people, with written orders of expulsion,
arrived at the point of departure, they
were searched, the orders were taken
from them, and they were required to
sign a document indicating that they
were leaving Egypt voluntarily, and
abandoning all of their property and
money to the Egyptian Government.
They were permitted to leave with a few
Egyptian pounds, in most instances as
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little as 10 pounds. That is all they

were able to take out.

What is even worse than that, one hos-
tage was taken from each family; one
person out of every family was seized by
the Egyptian authorities without war-
rant or proeess, thrown into jail without
indictment or trial, and held as a hostage
so that the rest of the families as they
got beyond the borders of Egypt would
not tell of the terrorism that was being
practiced upon them under this dictator
Nasser,

All of these things, all of these black
record documents, long since have been
placed on the desks of President Eisen-
hower and Secretary of State Dulles, and
all that has happened has been a dread-
ful—a deafening silence. There were
any number of requests made to the
President and to the Secretary to do
something in the United Nations about
this horrible situation. Once in Decem-
ber a United States delegate to the
United Nations rose on the floor of the
general assembly and referred to this
and said it would be best that we do not
talk any more about it and asked all
those delegates who listed their names
to speak on the subject not to speak any
further on the subject, lest the talk
worsen the situation.

Shades of Hitler.

I think it is high time that the Presi-
dent directed his delegation to the
United Nations to stand up and protest
against these inhumane and bestial acts
and that something should be done about
it. If we meant what we said when we
became a party to the convention on
human rights of the United Nations, it
is high time something was done about
this.

Again I commend the gentlemen who
are participating in these special orders
and I join them in urging that there
can be no peace without justice in that
part of the world or anywhere else.

I am sure that if the program that the
gentleman from California has so suc-
cinctly set forth is implemented, we can
have peace in that part of the world—
peace with honor—peace with dignity—
peace with justice.

The two items I referred to during my
remarks are as follows:

NASSER'S PATTERN OF AGGRESSION—CAPTURED
DocUMENTS REVEAL ARMY AND FEDAYEEN
RoLES IN EGYPTIAN PLOT AGAINST PEACE
On October 29, 1956, the Army of Israel

crossed into the Sinai Desert in order to
wipe out the bases from which fedayeen ter-
rorist gangs were sent by the Egyptlan high
command into Israel, and break up the con=-
centration of military forces, which had been
built up during the previous year for an at-
tack upon Israel.

In the course of the rapid Israel advance
the Egyptian forces were broken up, over
5,000 prisoners were taken and heavy booty
was captured. The remmnants of the defeated
Egyptian Army fled in disorder to the west
bank of the Suez Canal. So rapidly did they
abandon their positions that the Egyptian
headquarters units failed to destroy their
archives, which fell into the hands of the
advancing Israel forces.

The documents seized in these archives,
some of which are reproduced below, bear
significant testimony to the preparations
made by the Egyptian military junta for war
against Israel. They reveal that the oft-
stated Egyptian plan of invading Israel and
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annihilating her was not mere bluff. They
show clearly that the concentration of Egyp-
tian forces in the north of the Sinal Desert
was of a definitely offensive character, de-
signed for an all-out war against Israel.

Thus, a directive of the command of the
3d Infantry Division of the Egyptian Army
states that: “Every commander must prepare
himself and his soldiers for the important
battle with Israel in which we are fully im-
mersed, with the aim of realizing our lofty
tradition, 1. e., to overpower and destroy Is-
rael in the shortest possible time, and with
the greatest brutality and bestiality in bat-
tle.”

The documents reveal that the troops sta-
tioned in the Sinal Desert in an offensive
posture against Israel included the 8d and
8th Infantry Divisions, the 1st Armored
Brigade and three infantry battalions, with
strong armor, alr cover, alrships, and wvast
supplies built up during the past year.
Troops were being trained for the impend-
ing invasion.

Other documents throw a revealing light
on the fedayeen squads recruited by the
Egyptian High Command from criminal ele-
ments in the Gaza area for the purpose of
murder, robbery, and sabotage in Israel.

Finally, there are the drawings found in a
school where the children were asked to
exercise their imagination on how best to kill
Israelis; and the Arablic edition of Hitler's
Mein Kampf, standard reading for Egyptian
officers, from which they are taught to draw
their inspiration for the war of extermina-
tion against Israel.

THE EGYPTIAN ARMY

Nasser: “The war between us and Zionism
has not yet ended, and perhaps has not yet
even begun. For us, this war of tomorrow
or of the near future means the ending of a
disgrace, the realization of a hope and the
regaining of rights.” (From Nasser's intro-
duction to the book, This Is Zionism, Cairo,
1955.)

Gen. Abdul Akim Amer (Egyptian minister
of war and commander in chief of the Egyp-
tian Army): “Our army stands at the fron-
tier ready to teach the Zionists a lesson they
will never forget, when the time is ripe.”
{Broadcast by Government-controlled Cairo
Radio, January 22, 1956.)

Anwar Al-Sadat (Egyptlan minister of
state) : "“Wait and see, Ben-Gurion. Soon
will be proven to you the strength and will-
power of the Arabs. Egypt and the Arab
nations will teach you a lesson and guieten
you forever. Egypt will grind you to the
dust.” (Reported in “Al Goumhouriya,” offi-
clal government newspaper, April 8, 19568.)

The official directives of army commanders
prove the avowedly aggressive character of
the Egyptian forces in the Sinai Desert and
the Gaza Strip. As stated by Maj. Gen.
Ahmed Salam, commander of the 3d In-
fantry Division, in the document here repro=-
duced and translated, the aim of the Egyp-
tian army in the Sinai Desert and in the
Gaza Strip was the destruction of Israel:

Subject: Directive No. 2 of commander,
3d Infantry Division
Third Infantry Division (Operations)

Registration No. 558/2/56/2/5/E.

Date: February 15, 1956.

From C. O. Egyptian Dis‘rict, Palestine.

To C. O. Reinforced 5th Infantry Brigade,

The following is the essence of the direc-
tives of the commander of the 3d Division
to commanders and officers on the days and
dates detailed below:

El Arish, day, February 1, 1956.

Rafah, day, February 3, 1956.

Ehan Yunis, day, February 4, 1956.

Gaza, day, February 4, 1956.

Please see to the execution of these direc-
tives by all officers and insure that these
directives shall not be put down in writing
for classification lower than battalion or
parallel classification in other units.
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1. Introduction: Every commander must
prepare himself and his soldiers for the im-
portant battle with Israel in which we are
fully immersed, with the aim of realizing our
lofty tradition, i. e. to overpower and destroy
Israel in the shortest possible time and with
the greatest brutality and bestlality in battle.

2. Training: 3

(a) Training Is the basiec factor in the at-
tainment of our goal. Without it, it is im-
possible to achieve victory.

{(b) Our faith in battle must be in all
ranks, a faith in aggressiveness and speed.

(¢) The following factors must be a part
of the training:

(1) Perseverance and strong will to fight
brutally.

(2) Training in leading men and their
commanding officers gaining their confi-
dence and affection. Any breach of disci-
pline by soldiers against their officers must be
prevented.

(3) Earnestness and reallsm in all our ac-
tions.

3. The commanders:

(a) The term “commander” is not limited
to an officer but applies to anyone of any
rank who has to give commands.

(b) Our policy must be built up on the
preparation of commanders for the next 10
years. Aid to prepare commanders and their
units:

(1) High discipline.

(2) Knowledge, and the increase of knowl-
edge.

(3) Absolute obedience and loyalty to
commander.

(4) Tact, initiative and ecare of equipment.

(6) Good example in leading men; treat-
ing men in order to gain their confidence and
affection.

(c) Personality of commander:

(1) The commander should control his
men more by personal example than by pun-
ishment.

(2) He must accept every decision of his
superior officer without hesitation.

(3) When the commander imposes his
personality on his unit, hesitations about
entering battle are dispelled, regardless of
reasons such as lack of time or equipment.
His personality is thus decisive in determin-
ing the victorious outecome of the battle.

(d) Hence the annual report of officers in
general and commanders in particular must
include:

(1) The level of ability of the commander.

(2) His ability to lead his men.

(3) His ability to take care of his equip-
ment.

(e) The mistakes made by the commander
when he takes fateful decisions, or when he
executes an order given to him are not to be
condemned, because they teach a lesson that
must be put to use. Mistakes emanating
from carelessness, however, including those
from unfitting behavior, should be treated
with all severity.

(f) Clarity in giving orders, the exposure
of errors, the expression of opinions and
criticism, are the right and duty of every
commander. Forthrightness must be a con-
structive, and not a destructive factor. It
must not be an instrument of degradation.
Implied by this is also appreciation of dili-
gence and fitting and constructive guidance
of the one who errs.

(g) Commanders of all ranks must under-
stand that their place is not in offices but
rather with their soldiers, either training,
directing or educating them, studying their
social problems and participating with them
in sport and entertainment.

4, Arms and equipment: Commanders of
all ranks must make certain that—

(a) Every weapon shall be fit for action
and efficlent use by perlodic tests with live
ammunition.

(b) That vehicles are fit for service.
Drivers must be instructed in their- proper
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maintenance, They must be given instruc-
tions against over-speeding.

. b. Fortificatlons: Trenches should be ex-
amined to insure that they are as deep as
& man's requirements. Arms must be ex-
amined of course in the light of abllity to
use them from this position, and with the
view of testing the soldlers’ expertness in
alming and fire.

6. Inspection: It is expected that a num-
ber of commanders of units of the Central
District will conduct a tour of inspection in
the area of the unit. We must therefore be
worthy of appreciation and be able to ex-
plain the situation, whether by means of
maps or on the ground, each according to his
level. Likewise, it is possible that a number
of officers and other ranks of the unit will
conduct tours of inspection of the battle
order of the units of the Central District,
within a perfod of 7 hours, beginning and
ending in Abu Ageilah.

7. Hit and run policy: Hit and run policy
is transformed into aggressive policy as fol-
lows—

(a) Fifth Brigade—in constant prepared-
ness.

{b) Third Brigade should arrive by April 1,
1856, for company assault training within
the framework of the battalion.

(c) Eighty-sixth Brigade must arrive April
1, 1956, for company assault training, re-
gardless of present shortage of manpower
and equipment.

(d) The Natlonal Guard must complete
the training of its volunteers in invasion
tactics, without regard to training received
preceding their entry into camp. The train-
ing of every course must end within 7 weeks
from arrival at the camp.

8. Our alm is always “the destruction of

Israel.” Remember, and act for its attain-
ment.
Liwa (major general) AHMED SALEM,

Staff Officer.
OFFENSIVE POSITION
Even administrative units were being
trained for the impending attack on Israel,
as borne out by the following Training In-
structions of the 3d Division. The basic

purpose was transition to an offensive posi-
tion.

3d Infantry Division, training instructions

for the administrative units for the year

1956-57

Purpose

1. Training the men of the administrative
units of the division during the period be-
tween June 1, 1956, and March 31, 1957, and
bringing them to the highest possible level.

Responsibility

2. Every commander is responsible for the
training of his units down to the lowest rank
as well as for their attaining a high level of
training in a Ifriendly atmosphere and
through cooperation with the remaining
units of the division. All this is in addition
to the operational task that has been set for
him.

General Framework for Training

3. The basic purpose of training this year
is the transition from a defensive to an of-
fensive position, The administrative units
must work together with the other units and
must prepare their men for these operations.

4. All of them must concentrate on train-
ing the units in night operations and in
maneuverability.

5. All the administrative units must un-
dertake to prepare the soldier so as to make
him fit for battle. The soldier should also
be prepared for the professional task that
has been assigned to him.

(The last part of the document deals with
the technical detalls concerning the organi-
zation of the training.)

The document is signed by Bikbashi (Lt.
Col.) Mahmoud Anis Ismail, 3d Infantry
Division.
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EGYPTIAN RESPONSIBILITY FOR BORDER INCIDENTS

The following is a facsimile of an opera-
tional order issued by the eastern command
of the Egyptian Army to the 2d and 3d
Infantry Divisions on September 28, 1955.
Egyptian responsibility for border incidents
is demonstrated by this passage in the docu-
ment (pars. 1 and 2):

*“Our forces should harass the enemy and
divert its attention by attacks on the settle~
ments. These attacks should be based on
the following principles: a number of settle-
ments will be chosen as targets; the 2d
Division will attack the settlements along
the Ellat-Beersheba road: and the 3d Divi-
sion will attack those near the Gaza-Rafa
front."

The order then goes on to describe the
size of the forces scheduled for these attacks,
fixes the length and time of the operations
(3 to 4 hours during the night), and asks
for detailed plans to be submitted by Octo-
ber 15, 1955.

AGAINST DEMARCATION OF ARMISTICE LINES

The Egyptian command also opposed the
recommendation made by the United Nations
Becretary General and the United Nations
Chief of Staff to mark the armistice lines
clearly in order to avold border incidents.
The document reproduced below is an order
issued by the commander of the third Egyp-
tian division stating that “the marking of
the frontier lines including the area of El
Auja and Khamsa is to be prevented by all
means, including the use of force if neces-
sary.”

ARMORED COLUMNS PREPARING IN SINAI DESERT
FOR ASSAULT UPON ISRAEL

Reproduced. below is a circular issued by
the commander of the first armored divi-
sion. This document compares the strength
of the Egyptian and Israeli armored forces
and ends with the following passage:

“In conclusion I shall not ask you gentle-
men to decide whether Egypt or Israel is
stronger; I shall leave it to the Israells to
find out for themselves the danger that is
now threatening them from our armored
forces, lurking in the Sinal desert to spring
the trap on them.”

(Signed) YuzBasHI,
Commander, First Armored Division.

NAZI GERMANY IS THE MODEL

From training pamphlet No. 42, April 1955,
issued by the tralning and education branch
of the Egyptian Army:

“Germany convinced herself that the Jews
are traitors and could not be trusted, and so
she expelled them from her land, * * * but
outside of Palestine they could not find any
refuge.

“In the years 1935-36, the Arabs stood up
with arms against the Jews in order to drive
them back into their countries of origin and
clear them out of Palestine. The Palestine
war united the Arabs in thelr aim to expel
the Jews from the Holy Land and to return
the refugees who were driven out by Israel.
The Arab countries continue to proclaim
their hatred of the Jews and are preparing
to drive them out of the Holy Land.

“Thus history repeats itself. The Arabs
refuse to leave even a single Jew in Palestine
80 that the country will be all Arab. Today
it is we who are in the first line, preparing
ourselves for the battle which will end in the
annihilation of Israel.”

THE FEDAYEEN

Nasser: “I was no stranger to the fedayeen.
I knew them in Faluja during the war in
Palestine. When I decided to raise a unit of
fedayeen I was reminded of the Faluja days
and I knew at once that the sons of that
land who have faith in their rights to it
would be worthy to bear the name of feda-
yeen.” (In a statement made to & corre-
spondent of the Cairo daily Al Akhbar, and
broadcast by Calro Radio on May 29, 1956.)
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Hassan el Bakourl (Egyptian Minister of
Religious Properties): “There ls no reason
why the faithful fedayeen, hating their ene-
mies, should not penetrate into Israel and
transform the lives of its citizens into a hell.
Yes, brother and sister Arabs. The fedayeen
will be victorlous because their motives are
holy and thelr aimg are the highest. They
will be victorious because they are more dili-

gent in death than Israel is in life.”” (Volce
of the Arabs radio, April 11, 1956.)
Government-controlled Radio Cairo:

“Egypt has decided to dispatch her heroes,
the disciples of Pharach and the sons of
Islam, and they will cleanse the land of
Palestine. Therefore, ready yourselves; shed
tears, cry out and weep, O Israel, because
the day of your liquidation is near. This
we have decided and this is our belief. * * *
There will be no peace on the border because
we demrand vengeance and vengeance is Is-
rael’s death.” (August 31, 1955.)

The documents captured in the Sinai cam-
paign clearly prove the objectives of the
fedayeen murder gangs, organized by Nas-
ser to take vengeance on Israel through a
hit-and-run campaign of murder of civillans
and sabotage of vital installations.

Infiltration and marauding had been going
on ever since the 1949 armistice agreement,
though on a smaller scale. In 1955, Nasser
organized and trained the fedayeen as a
paramilitary force, equipped and directed
by the Egyptian Army.

Their function was to enter deep into Israel
territory, ambush road traffic, kill men,
women, and children, blow up wells and
water installations, mine roads, collect mili-
tary data, and at night demolish houses In
which settlers and their families were peace-
fully asleep.

Israel’s narrow size and long frontiers sur-
rounded on three sides by Arab States made
it an ideal target for these hit-and-run tac-
tics. The country has virtually no hinter-
lard. At its widest point, it is not more
than 68 miles across. At its narrowest point,
there are only 10 miles from the Mediter-
racean to Israel's eastern frontier. Few vil-
lages and towns are far from the border.

The accelerated fedayeen attacks followed
Nasser's arms deal with the Soviet bloc. By
November 1956 Israel, as a result of Egyptian
action, had experienced 1,834 cases of armed
robbery and theft, 1,339 cases of armed
clashes with Egyptian armed forces, 439 cases
of incursions from Egyptian-controlled ter-
ritory, 172 cases of sabotage perpetrated by
Egyptian military units and fedayeen in
Israel. Over 450 Israel citizens were killed
and over 1,000 wounded by fedayeen terror-
ists and other Arab attackers.

CHARACTER OF THE FEDAYEEN

The fedayeen were recruited for the most
part from the destitute Arab population in
the Gaza Strip which had been captured by
the Egyptian Army when it invaded Palestine
in 1948.

After recruitment, the fedayeen were first
trained in Egypt and then employed on a
monthly basis or pald for each mission. A
large proportion of them were murderers and
criminals released from prison on condition
that they join the fedayeen units. Follow-
ing is a document on this subject found by
Israel troops in Gaza. The translation of the
first paragraph reads as follows:

JoLy 10, 1855.
To: Head of Operations Division.
From: Headquarters, Military Forces in

Sinai—Intelligence.

Subject: The Palestine National Guard.
Reference: Your letter of November 6, 1955.

1. These volunteers were recrulted for
service in the national guard, and not in the
regular forces, by the Chief of Intelligence
in Palestine, and most of them have a crim-
inal past and they have but one desire: to
wreak vengeance on Israel and to steal there.
The action of the volunteers was taken in
accordance with the proposal of the above-
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mentioned chief of intelligence to the com-

manding general of the armed forces, who-

approved it on condition that the volunteers
constitute a part of the Egyptian National
Guard. The approval was given during a
visit of the commanding general at the front.
The document is signed by:
Lt. Col. ARMAD SALEM,
Staff Officer, Commander of the
Military Forees in Sinai.

EGYPTIAN ARMY INTERVENES ON BEHALF OF
FEDAYEEN ON TRIAL FOR MURDER

How the Egyptians recruited murderers
and other criminals for the fedayeen is fur-
ther substantiated in a copy of an official
letter sent to the administrative governor
of Gaza by Egypt's chief of intelligence,
commander of the fedayeen, in a successful
intervention in behalf of Yunes Mubarak
Hassan el-Abld, on frial for murder in Gaza.

The letter dated September 17, 1855, and
signed by Maj. Mustafa Muhammad Hafez,
said:

“The above-mentioned represents our office
and is one of our most trusted men. He can
always be depended upon to perform impor-
tant and dangerous missions. During the
period in which he worked for our office, he
was a paragon of manhood and highest
courage, always showing his love and readi-
ness for sacrifice for Egypt and the Egyptian
armed forces.

He has already proved this in the past by
performing good deeds, especially quite
recently.

The above mentioned has volunteered to
work with the Palestinian national
and has performed numerous infiltrations
into Israel together with his comrades. He
acted in causing explosions and sabotage
and killings to avenge the incursion of the
Jews into our position in Hamam on August
22, 1955.

These operations had important conse-
quences for they instilled fear and anxiety
into the Israel nation. They also raised the
morale of Gaza residents and refugees, as
well as members of the armed forces at that
moment, These acts have raised high the
name of Egypt among nations, and especially
among the Arab peoples.

The lion's share of these wonderful acts
belongs to the above-mentioned. He and
the men of his squads have done good deeds,
which it is worth while to mention and to
praise. And there they are:

On August 29, 1955, they performed the
following acts of revenge:

1. Killed three people working in an orange
grove in Belt Hanan, 12601495.

2. Killed a mechanie in the power stations
near al-Eubeiba.

3. Exploded a charge under the 70-meter
main mast of the broadeasting station. Four
subsidiary masts depend on this main mast
in the Eubeiba area, 12721448,

4, Attacked the Jaliya settlement near al-
Kubeiba, killing a man and wounding four
others. Destroyed & building and damaged
the store, or the dining room of the settle-
ment.

5. Laid an ambush on the main road at
al-Mughar, They saw a convoy of 22 various
vehicles coming from the mnorth. They
opened submachinegun fire on a pickup
which was last in the convoy. The vehicle
had to stop and return fire, then continued
its way to overtake the convoy. It is to be
presumed that there were casualties among
the occupants of the vehicle., The men of
the ambush succeeded in escaping eastward
and laid another ambush in the area of el-
Jabaliya, between the village of Ajjur
14281219 and the village of Tel e-Safi.

On August 30, 1955, they performed the
following operations:

1. Attacked a civilian pickup on its way
from Tel e-San to the Ajjur settlement and
k.llledi its three occupants, destroying the
vehicle.
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2. Attacked the settlement of Sumell, de-
stroying its guardhouse by throwing a hand
grenade on it. Later they infiltrated into
the settlement and blew up a house and all-
its inhabitants and later fled.

8. Lay in ambush along the road which
links the village of al-Jasir to Falujja and
attacked a pickup vehicle belonging to the
Israel army and carrying soldiers. The ve-
hicle was damaged and it is presumed that
there were casualties among the passengers.

4. Ambushed three vehicles carrying
soldiers on the Falujja-Abu Jaber road. It
is presumed that there were casualties among
the Jewish soldiers.

5. During their stay in this area they saw
a convoy of 86 vehicles moving from north
to south, and informed us accordingly.

Attached are several cuttings from the
Egyptian press describing the acts of valor
of the fedayeen.

As the above-mentioned is one of the
accused in major crimes case No. 26/55, and
taking into account his wonderful acts, we
would ask you to have mercy on him and
weigh his past full of acts of sacrifice. A
way should be found to help him and not
endanger his life. It may be mentioned
as well that there will be an opportunity to
use him in the future if he knows that the
authorities took notice of his courageous
actions in the past.

CAPTURED FEDAYEEN DESCRIBES TERROR GOAL

The character of the terrorism practiced is
corroborated in the testimony of fedayeen
captured in Israel.

Thus Abdullah Hassan Abu Sardani told
the Jafla military court, April 1956:

“I heard that the fedayeen receives a wage
of 9 Egyptian pounds per mission, so I de-
cided to enlist at the office of Major Hafiz.
After training for 15 days at Mahal in the
Gaza strip, I was sent to a camp in Egypt
near the Pyramlds. There, Egyptian officers
taught us how to use British rifles, the Bren
and Browning machineguns, the Karl Gustay
automatic, and hand grenades. After that, I
returned to a fedayeen base in the Gaza
Strip, Major Hafiz sent two groups of us into
Israel. One was instructed to reach Jaffa;
the second, conslsting of 10 men, was to at-
tack the area Wadl Rubin, Yavne, Eubeiba,
Gedera, Rishon-le-Zion. At the border,
Major Hafiz shook hands with everyone and
sald: ‘Good luck. You know your jobs—
shoot up vehicles and kill everyone in sight.’
We answered: ‘Right, sir, that's what we are
paid for’ We carried 400 bullets each and
hand grenades. We were taken to the border
by jeep and crossed the lines near the or-
chards at Beit Hanun."

EGYPTIAN EMBASSY IN JORDAN IS FEDAYEEN BASE

Having done their nefarious work in Israel,
the fedayeen crossed over into Jordanian ter-
ritory and handed over their arms and sup-
plies to the Egyptian Embassy in Amman.
These documents reveal the connivance be-
tween Egyptian and Jordanian authorities in
the conduct of terrorist activities agalnst
Israel:

“Directorate of Military Intelligence, Intel-
ligence Office—Palestine, No. 3597,/24/1, Gaza
15.8 1956.

“Subject: Supplies and arms that the Pal-
estinian fedayeen have transferred to the
Egyptian Embassy in Amman.

“EXECUTIVE OFFICER: This iz to notify you
that the Palestinian fedayeen that arrived in
Jordan and have accomplished acts of re-
venge in Israel during the period April
8-15, 18566, have returned their arms and
supplies to the Egyptian Embassy in Amman,.
In Gaza a committee has been organized to
register these supplies and arms. The lists
have been to the Eastern Command.

“Enclosed find copy of said lists for your
knowledge and use. .
“SacH (Major),

“ Assistant Director, Field Military In-
telligence, Mohammed Fathi Mahmoud,
“(For Bikbashi (Lieutenant Colonel) ).
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“For your Iinformation—copy to com-
mander of the liberation army.

“Iist of arms transferred to the Egyptian
Embassy in Jordan in the period April 8-
15, 1956, giving registration numbers
of all weapons. Total: 59 units Karl-Gustav
submachineguns (with the registration
numbers of the weapons) 295 Karl-Gustav
magazines and 1 rifie.”

U. N, CHIEF OF STAFF SAYS SPONSORS OF FEDA-
YEEN ARE AGGRESSORS

On March 17, 1955, Gen. E. L. M. Burns,
then chief of the United Nations Truce Su-
pervision Organization, reported to the Se-
curity Council: “Infiltration from Egyptian
controlled territory has not been the only
cause of present tension, but has un-
doubtedly been one of the main causes.”

On April 8, 1956, Greneral Burns, in a letter
to Israel's Foreign Minister, declared, inter
alia: “I am dispatching to the Foreign Min-
ister of Egypt a protest against the action of
the fedayeen, assuming it to have been au-
thorized or tolerated by the Egyptian au-
thorities, and requesting the immediate with-
drawal of any persons under Egyptian con-
trol from the territory of Israel.

“I consider that if Egypt has ordered these
fedayeen raids she has put herself in the
position of an aggressor.”

FEDAYEEN ARE PRAISED FOR THEIR ATTACKS

For efficlency in acts of murder and sabo-
tage, the fedayeen were awarded certificates
of merit:

“General Command of the Armed
Forces, Gaza Area Command, Aref Post.

“Certificate of Merlt

“No. Rank: A volunteer sergeant.

“Name: Al Sayed Hasan Dahasmah.

“Unit: K. 313.

*1, Captain Tala’at Suleyman Jalabi, Com-
mander of the Aref post, hereby declare that
the above mentioned has fulfilled his holy
mission on the land of Palestine on May 28,
1956, in a perfect way. He acted on the Is-
raell soil with exemplary courage, valor and
bravery, and maintained excellent discipline,
the highest morale and a noble behavior. He
is a man who understands and appreciates
discipline and reveres it.

“Thereby the present certificate is delivered
to him.

“(Signed) CaPT. TALA'AT SULEYMAN,

Commander, Aref Post.”

“General command of the armed forces,
Gaza Strip command, Araf post
“Certificate of Merit
“Name: Mohammed Al Sid Al-Hashash.

“Rank: Volunteer sergeant.

“Unit: National Guard.

“I, Uzabashl (Captain) Talaat Suleyman
Jalabl, commander of the Araf post, give
witness herewith that the above has ful-
filled his holy dutles in Palestine during the
period 6 June 1956 to 6 September 1956 and
fulfilled his tasks inside the area of Israel
in the best way possible. He has served as
a sublime example of bravery, heroism and
willingness to sacrifice himself. In addition
he set an example of the highest discipline
and high morale and is able to assume re-
sponsibility to the full,

“This certificate is issued for the above
reasons.

“Uzbashi (captain),
“Commander Arafl Post.
“Certificate issued on 6.9.56."

SOME TYPICAL FEDAYEEN ACTIVITIES

These are some typical terrorist activities
carried out by the fedayeen in Israel:

On March 24, 1955, Patish (a village in the
Negev) was attacked while a wedding cele-
bration was going on. One of the brides-
maids was killed, and 20 other guests were
wounded.

On October 27, 1955, there were seven
attacks by fedayeen in Israel territory adja-
cent to the Gaza Strip. A farmer was killed,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

several others wounded in highway am-
bushes; two wells were blown up.

Two days later 4 workers were am-
bushed and killed; 2 soldiers were shot
to death and 5 others wounded when
their vehicles struck a mine near the settle-
ment of Beeri.

In Gela village a well was blown up, at
Nahla grenades were thrown into a farmer's
house and a woman was severely injured.
There were further ambushes and attacks
on the following days, the entire toll being
ten dead and many wounded.

Three weeks later fedayeen ambushed a
bus traveling from Safad to Haifa, attacking
it with machinegun fire and hand grenades,
killing and wounding twelve of the pas-
sengers.

Between April 7 and 11, 1956, the wave
of fedayeen murder and destruction reached
its peak. During those five days there was
a total of 64 attacks, in which 14 people were
killed and 43 wounded. Among them six
children and their teacher, who were
murdered at the agricultural school of
Shafrir while attending evening services.

In the summer of 1956, following the na-
tionalization of the Suez Canal by the Egyp-
tlan Government, and the subsequent inter-
national conferences and discussions, there
was a comparative Iull in the activities of
the fedayeen. However, as soon as Security
Council discussions on the Suez Canal issue
had come to an end, Egypt again felt free to
turn against Israel and orders were given for
a resumption of the fedayeen raids into
Israeli territory:

In 1 week, 24 Israell citizens were killed and
wounded by the terrorist squads.

On October 14, 1956, the fedayeen organ-
ized a raid on Sde Boker, the Negeyv home of
the Prime Minister of Israel, deep inside
Israell territory.

Commenting upon this raid, Cairo Radio,
on October 16, 1956, broadcast the text of
an official communique issued by fedayeen
headquarters in Gaza: “The fedayeen head-
quarters in Gaza has issued a communique
stating that a group of fedayeen succeeded
on October 13 to cross the southern border
of Palestine in order to discover the concen-
tration points and the factories which the
Zionists have started to transfer to the
coastal region so.as to get them out of the fire
range of Egyptian guns which threaten to
destroy them. The communique of fedayeen
headquarters in Gaza states also that all the
fedayeen returned safely to their bases, ex-
cept two who are believed to have been killed
in an encounter which took place between
them and the guards of Prime Minister Ben-
Gurion's home in Sde Boker., Further, it is
belleved that two other fedayeen have been
wounded and taken to a hospital in Reho-
voth. The fifth of the fedayeen has not yet
returned from his mission in occupled Pales-
tine.”

On October 15, 1956, an ambulance was
ambushed north of Safiah.

On October 20, 2 army vehicles were blown
up by mines placed on the Ketzlot road, and
3 soldiers were killed and 27 wounded.

FEDAYEEN REORGANIZED AFTER SINAI CAMPAIGN

After the Sinal campaign Nasser reorgan-
ized his fedayeen operations so that on De-
cember 2, 1856, the Government-controlled
Cairo Radio could announce, “a heavy cam-
paign inside Israel in the coming winter.”

And on December 24, 1958, Calro Radio
stated that “if Israel prevented the use of
Gaza bases there are many other places
which could be used for that purpose.” “The
Government of Egypt 1s organizing fedayeen
and Instilling them with readiness to fight.”
Other Arab governments, the broadcast sald,
“are training fedayeen and instructing them
in warfare which is neither forbidden nor
shameful.”

During the month of December 1956, over
30 raids were organized inside Israel from
bases in Jordan and Lebanon.
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TEACHING HATRED

Nasser: “I am not fighting solely against
Israel but also against world Zionism and
Jewish capital. My task is to deliver the
Arab world from destruction through Zionist
intrigue which has its roots in the United
States and which receives aid from Britain
and France. * * * The hatred of the Arabs
against the Zionists is very strong, and there
1s no sense in talking about peace with Israel.
There is not even the smallest place for
negotiations between the Arabs and Israel.”
(Interview with New York Post correspond-
ent, October 14, 1955.)

Radio Cairo: “Peace between us and the
Jews is impossible. As far as we are con-
cerned, it is a matter of life and death, not
a dispute over frontiers or interests. Nor is
it a difference over viewpoints which require
mediation for settlement. The Middle East
cannot hold both of us. It is either we or
them. * * * There is no other solution.
* * » Steel and bullets will realize our ob-
Jectives.” (In a broadcast on January 12,
19586.)

The campaign of hate agalnst Israel does
not stop short of the schools. It is part of
classroom instruction in Egypt. Reproduced
below are drawings submitted by high-school
students, in El Arish, chief town of the Sinai
Desert, in an examination under the general
heading of "Ambushing Israelis.”

MEIN KAMPF

An Arabic translation of Hitler's Mein
Eampf was part of the standard issue to
Egyptlan officers. This is the cover and

frontispiece of copies found on Egyptlan
prisoners-of-war.

THE BLACK RECORD—NASSER'S PERSECUTION
OF EGYPTIAN JEWRY

INTRODUCTION

On October 29, 1956, units of the Israell
Army entered the Sinal Peninsula. On No-
vember 1, within 72 hours of this thrust,
the Egyptian Government promulgated a
series of detalled, highly complex decrees
which, among other things, established a
state of siege, imposed a thorough-going
censorship, facilitated the denationalization
of certain Egyptian citizens, and provided a
Juridical basis for the subsequent sequestra-
tion and confiscation of property of various
private persons.

On the very next day, November 2, the
General Assembly of the United Nations
adopted a resolution calling for a cease-fire
and the withdrawal of Israell, British and
French forces from Egypt. On the follow=
ing day, the United Nations adopted a reso-
lution ealling for the creation of a U. N.
emergency force to enforce the truce. On
November 4, the Egyptian Government pub-
lished further military decrees implementing
its earlier regulations for the seizure of
private property. On November 6, the United
Natlons cease-fire was accepted by the bel-
ligerent parties and arrangements were macde
for supervision of the cease-fire by an in-
ternational U. N. police force.

It was expected that the repressive meas-
ures enacted during the hostilities would be
withdrawn or annulled after the cease-fire.
But this expectation proved futile. Begin-
ning with reports received from Cairo on No-
vember 15, and almost daily thereafter, it
became evident that Egypt was bent on ex-
ploiting the brlef hostilities to despoil and
ultimately destroy its Jewish community.
Indeed, after the termination of hostilities,
the persecutions of Egyptian Jewry, far from
diminishing, took on such intensity that
their ultimate import could not be mistaken.
The initial reports from Cairo came to the
world’s notice in confused and fragmentary
form. This was due to the special care taken
by the Nasser regime to obscure the truth
and veil its arbitrary actions in secrecy.
Patterned on Nazi techniques, the Egyptian
campaign against the Jews has been con-
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ducted with ruthless efficiency and disre-
gard of the minimal moral standards that
civilized nations embrace.

There are, however, important differences
between Hitler's and Nasser's approach. The
latter has learned to avoid the errors com-
mitted by Hitler. Where Hitler's anti-
Semitism was blatantly avowed, Nasser's
anti-Semitism 1is concealed. Where Hitler
openly attacked Jews as Jews, Nasser has
resorted to the disingenuous pretense that
his animus is limited to “Zionists.” In short,
the Egyptian Government has learned from
Hitler's example that it cannot afford to
ignore world opinion and that it is more
expedient to conduct its anti-Jewish cam-
paign in a manner that would avoid inter-
national notoriety. In the words of Dean
James A. Pike of the Cathedral of St. John
the Divine in New York, “Nasser is much
more clever than the Nazis.”

The precautions of secrecy taken by the
Nasser regime and its deliberate obfusca-
tions made it difficult in the initial stages
of the anti-Jewish campaign to piece to-
gether an exact picture of what was taking
place in Egypt. The early reports could only
hint at the systematic and well-organized
plan, long in preparation, that had been put
into practice to pauperize, denationalize and
expel the Jewish community. Since then,
thousands of Egyptian Jews have arrived in
Europe and Israel and have corroborated by
their own experiences the harrowing reports
of journalists, travelers, and diplomats about
the desperate plight of the Jewish commu-
nity of Egypt. Official Egyptian documents
also have come to light which testify to
the drastic measures adopted by Egypt to
destroy the Jewish community.

The physical survival of one of the oldest
and most peaceful religious communities of
the world is at stake. Its rescue depends
upon firm intervention with the Nasser re-
gime by our own country as well as by the
other free nations.

I. EGYPTIAN XENOPHOBIA
The semantic ruse

Spokesmen for the Egyptian Government
have repeatedly denied that it is engaged
in a campaign of anti-Jewish repression;
they contend that whatever action has been
taken against Jews has been directed solely
against “Zionist agents.” But the fact is
that the Zionist movement has had little
influence among Egyptian Jews. This is not
surprising if only because Egypt's 50,000
Jews, a tiny minority in Egypt's total pop-
ulation of 22,000,000, would not have been
so Tfoolhardy, even If they so desired, to
espouse pro-Zionist or pro-Israel attitudes
since 1948, let alone engage in any acts even
remotely inimical to the security of the
Egyptian Government.

But as Fred Sparks, a Scripps-Howard cor-
respondent, has observed, the Egyptian au-
thorities emphasize the anti-Zionist rather
than the anti-Jewlsh aspects of their dis-
crimination strictly for public relations pur-
poses:

“At this time there Is 'no anti-Jewish
terror' in the manner of a Hitler-style po-
grom. The pressure—subtle and unofficial—
is a ‘shadowy persecution.’ * * * The Gov-
ernment has condemned anti-Jewish threats
and violence; such publicity cannot serve
Colonel Nasser in his battle for world opin-
fon.” (New York World Telegram, December
27, 1956.)

But in 1847, Egyptian leaders were less dis-
creet. Dr. Mohammed Hussein Heykal Pasha,
then chief of the Egyptian delegation to the
United Nations, publicly warned that:

“The lives of 1,000,000 Jews in Moslem
countries would be jeopardized by partition
* * * if Arab blood is shed in Palestine,
Jewish blood will necessarily be shed else-
where in the world despite all the sincere
efforts of the Government concerned to pre-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

vent such reprisals.”
November 25, 1947.)

These threats are now realities. Despite
avowals by Egypt's officials that there is hos-
tility only to Zionists and not to other Jews,
open anti-Semitic comments have appeared
in the Egyptian press and have been made
by Colonel Nasser himself. On August 14,
1955, he publicly stated:

“I am not fighting solely against world
Zionism and Jewish capital.” (Al Ahram,
Cairo, August 15, 1955.)

Following the same line, the Cairo news-
paper, El Tahrir, on November 27, 1956—
that is, after the wartime censorship had
already been instituted and no newspaper
article could appear without the sanction of
the Egyptian Ministry of the Interior—pub-
lished an article describing the history, tra-
ditions, and religious practices of the Jews,
in terms as odious as any that can be found
in the Nazi and Fascist publicatlons of the
1930's and 1940's.

If there was any lingering doubt that the
semantic maneuver of adopting the term
“Zionist” for “Jew"” was designed solely to
divert world opinion from the essential char-
acter of Egypt’s anti-Jewlsh campaign, it is
finally dispelled by the scope of that cam-
paign. The number of Jews affected by the
acts of internment, expulsion, and seques-
tration is so large as to preclude any belief
that the target of Egypt’s wrath is solely the
“Zionists” who allegedly menace Egypt's
security.

The doctrine of “Egyptianization™

In the earlier phases of the Egyptian anti-
Jewish outbreaks, there was a tendency to
believe that they represented merely a tem-
porary and passing expression of ultra-na-
tionalist fervor intensified by Israel’s entry
into Sinai. But the scope of the continuing
anti-Jewish campaign, and the speed with
which it has reached into every corner of
Egyptian Jewish life, indicate that it is the
culmination of a carefully prepared and
planned design for the dispersion and de-
struction of the Jewish community,

One of the proudly proclaimed doctrines
of the Nasser revolution is that of “Egyp-
tianization.” This professedly is intended
only to encourage domestic ownership of
domestic industry, but actually it is a
euphemism for a program that includes the
expropriation of private property, the exclu-
sion from economic life, and the expulsion
from Egypt not only of so-called “enemy
allens” and “forelgners” but also of non-
Moslem native Egyptians, no matter how long
they and their families have resided within
the land. It should be borne in mind that a
large majority of the 50,000 Jews living in
Egypt were born there and derive from fam-
ilies who have lived there for generations,
but that less than 20 percent have been per-
mitted to obtain Egyptian citizenship.
About 15,000 were deemed stateless and the
rest were technically the nationals of for-
elgn countries, principally Great Britain,
France, Italy and Greece, even though most
of them had never been outside of Egypt's
borders.

The Egyptian authorities, by restrictive in-
terpretation of the Nationality Act of Sep-
tember 13, 1950, as well as earlier statutes,
for years have in effect barred all Jews from
citizenship in the interest of preserving na-
tional homogeneity. Since 1936, an occa-
sional Jew has been permitted naturaliza-
tion, but throughout this period such cases
were exceptional. It is ironic that many
technically stateless Jews, as well as those
nominally nationals of other countries, be-
long to families whose residence in Egypt
antedates that of some members of the mili-
tary junta now in control of the govern=-
ment.

Nevertheless, these are the persons now
being made the principal vietims of Egyp-
tianization. The way this program operates

(New York Times,
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to exclude them from virtually all segments
of Egyptian economic life is demonstrated
by the effect of a decree announced in Cairo
on January 15, 1957. To quote the New York
Times of January 16:

“Nasser has decreed the ‘Egyptianization®
of all British and French banks and insur-
ance companies in Egypt. * * * All other
foreign banks and insurance companies were
given 5 years before they too would be
‘Egyptianized’. * * * Private shareholders
will continue to retain their stocks in com-
panies, but all shareholders must have
been born in Egypt and must be Egyptian
citizens. Directors must be nativeborn
citizens also. * * * Another decree to be-
come eflective tomorrow makes it impera-
tive that all agents representing foreign
manufacturers in Egypt must be native-born
Egyptian citizens. However, the Govern-
ment can in certain cases extend permission
to foreigners to continue as agents of those
companies for five years more.”

Since a large proportion of the Jewish
community has been barred from Egyptian
citizenship, this decree disqualifies practic-
ally all Jews from participating in any
Egyptian financial corporation. The “Egyp-
tianization’ program under Nasser is remi-
niscent of the Nazl slogan “Germany for the
Germans'’ and the Nazi technique for pau-
perizing the Jews and forcing them out of
the country. |

That the destruction of the Jewish com-
munity is a deliberate and long-planned
policy of the Nasser administration is made
evident by the dispatch with which it pro-
mulgated its new nationality laws and the
regulations governing the sequestration of
private property. These decrees are intricate
and comprehensive. They are obviously the
product of considerable study and prepara-
tion. They could not have been conceived,
written and printed in the three or four days
that intervened between the opening of mili-
tary hostllities between Israel and Egypt and
their publication in official journals. The
very perfection of the techniques now em-
ployed by the Egyptian government clearly
indicates that these acts reflect not an im-
provised response in a moment of crisis but
a thorough and well-wrought plan for the
spoliation and destruction of the ancient
Jewlish community of Egypt.

In carrying out this design the Nasser
government has resorted to four prinecipal
measures: (1) selzure of hostages; (2) de-
nationalization of Jews; (3) internments
and expulsions; and (4) sequestration of
property.

II. TECHNIQUES OF DESTRUCTION
The seizure of hostages

The most reprehensible of all the acts of
persecution ordered by Nasser—the seizure
of hostages—is motivated by two considera-
tions: to terrorize the Jewish community
and to intimidate Jews expelled from the
country from speaking the truth about what
is taking place in Egypt. In seizing hos-
tages, it has reverted to a method of sup-
pression that all civillzed states have ab-
jured. In seeking to ensure the silence of
the Jews who have departed from Egypt, the
Nasser regime has emulated typical totali-
tarian practices.

An Associated Press dispatch from Port
BSaid on November 26, 1956, reported that
“Jews began leaving Port Said today, leaving
behind hostages seized from each family by
the Egyptians the night before the British
and French landings.” The seizure of hos-
tages was confirmed the next day by Mr,
Harry Coe, the British consul in Port Said.
Mr. Coe declared that he had received re-
ports that of the 300 Jewish residents of
Port Sald one member of each family was
taken away by the Egyptian police and none
has been heard from since. He added that
the secret police reportedly seized a number
of Jewish leaders in raids in other Egyptian
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cities. {(New York World Telegram, Novem-
ber 29, 1956.)

This practice of seizing hostages extended
beyond the immediate emergency of the
British and French landings. On December
15, the Washington Star reported:

“The last shipload of Jews fled Port Said
yesterday, leaving behind two frightened
families. These two refused to depart until
their men are released from hostage.

“They say it's no use going anywhere
without their men,” explained Rabbi Marcel
Kalifa, Jewish chaplain for the French forces
who supervised yesterday's departure.
“They feel life isn't worth while with just
half their families and they would just as
well suffer here as somewhere else.”

He added: “Please, no names, they’re in
trouble enough already.”

“Jewish families had been visited by
Egyptian secret police in the early morning
hours just before British and French troops
landed here last month and one member of
each family was taken hostage. There has
been no word of them since, Jews here say.
Rabbi Kalifa said his check of families here
showed 92 had been taken from Port Said’s
total Jewish population of 300 in that raid.”

On December 12, a New York Post corre-
spondent reported that he had personally
talked to a dozen persons whose friends and
relations had disappeared, and that in a
synagogue he visited “every Jew I talked to
had a closeé friend or relative who had just
‘disappeared.’

The denationalization process

A product of the combined thinking of
Egypt's Jewlsh department and the authors
of the Egyptianization program was Law No.
329, issued on November 20, 1856 by Presi-
dent Nasser. This law, in effect, denation-
alized all Zionists and laid the groundwork
for branding as undesirable all stateless Jews
.in Egypt because of their alleged fallure to
integrate themselves into Egyptian life and
because of their presumably unstable loyalty
to the state. The text of the law was pub-
lished in Egypt's Journal du Commerce et de
la Marine and reproduced in the Egyptian
newspaper, Le Progrés Egyptien.

The most drastic feature of this law is
contained in Article 1, which stipulates that
“neither Zionists, nor those against whom
8 judgment has been handed down for
crimes of disloyalty to the country or for
treason” are to be consldered Egyptian na-
tionals, and that “no request for the delivery
of a certificate of Egyptian nationality will
be accepted from persons known as Zionists.”
The law provides that the citizenship of all
Jews who acquired Egyptian nationality
after January 1, 1900, is to be reexamined
for possible denationalization proceedings
and only those who can persuade the min-
ister of interior that they are not lacking in
loyalty and that they are not Zionists are
secure against cancellation of nationality.

It has already been noted that the Egyp-
tion authorities tend to wuse the terms
Zionist and Jew interchangeably. When
this is taken into account, along with what
is known of the avowed anti-Jewish views
of Zakariah Mohieddine, who functions in
Egypt as chief censor as well as minister of
the interior, it Is evident that the Jews who
-apply to him for preserving their nationality
will receive scant sympathy. Whatever their
personal beliefs and sympathies, Egyptian
Jewish nationals who acquired citizenship
after 1900 have only the remotest chance of
maintaining their nationality.

The chief effect of the new nationality
law will be to augment the ranks of state-
less Egyptian Jews, and this is an ominous
time in Egypt to be rendered stateless. The
promulgation of this law heralds the sum-
.mary deportation of 15,000 stateless Jews.

One of the more cynical aspects of Egypt's
anti-Jewis campaign is its use of legal forms
to disguise its lawless behavior. The
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Egyptian Government has effected the mass
eviction of Jews on the pretext of their ano-
malous legal status. It has expelled or
forced the departure of thousands of per-
sons whose sole fault is that they could not
persuade the Egyptian Government that
Jewish affiliation should be no bar to eiti-
zenship. The average stateless Jew in Egypt
is neither a recent arrival nor a person in-
different to citizenship. Typically, he be-
longs to a family that has resided in the
country for generations and has made ener-
getic efforts to acquire nationality. In other
modern States he would be considered emi-
nently qualified for the responsibilities and
opportunities of citizenship. In selecting
stateless Jews as the chief victims of xeno-
phobic nationalism, the Egyptian Govern-
ment was careful to single out the most
vulnerable group in the country. The state-
less persons can make no claim to the pro-
tection of any government and there exists
no officlal agency empowered to intervene in
their behalf.

The mass expulsion of the Jewish com-
munity began with the sudden and shocking
notification to thousands of stateless persons
that they were to be expelled, in most cases
within a matter of 7 to 10 days. The alter-
native to evacuation was internment. There
was no publication of an edict, or decree, or
general order of expulsion. In most cases,
police descended on the stateless Jews and
ordered them to leave or face imprisonment.
In a few cases, however, Egyptian police did
isue to individuals written orders of expul-
sion’ in the expectation that these docu-

ments would be extracted from them at the

time of departure. A few of these orders,
however, were brought out of Egypt.

After originally concentrating its fire
mainly on stateless Jews, the Egyptian Gov-
ernment began to widen its target. It does
not trouble now to make nice distinctions as
to nationality. There are reports that on
November 23, 1956, instructions were issued
by Shelkh El Bakouri, the Egyptian Minister
of Religious Affairs, and read on that day
by order of the government in every mosque
in every town and village in Egypt. El Ba-
kouri announced that from that day on all
Jews in Egypt were to be regarded and treated
as enemies of the country, He urged the
people of Egypt to refrain from contact,
whether comercial or social, with Egyptian
Jews, and assured them that the remaining
Jews would soon be compelled to depart.
He stated that the government was proceed-
ing expeditiously to rid Egypt of the Jews;
and on that ground alone asked Egyptians
to refrain from private retaliations against
them.

Mass arrests

Under cover of legalistic pretexts for per-
secution, the life of the Egyptian Jewish
community has already been converted into
a nightmare of oppression. Emergency Law
No. 533 of 1954 authorized the Military Gov-
ernor of Egypt to “order the arrest and
apprehension of suspects and those who
prejudice public order and security."” The
provisions of this law furnished the legal
basis for the arrest and detention of thou-
sands of persons, including many already un-
der order of deportation but who were unable
to obtain forelgn passage. It is estimated
that at least 1,000 persons were imprisoned
under wretched physical conditions in the
Prison des Barrages in Calro, and in special
detention centers in Cairo, Alexandria,
Assouan, and Heliopolis. Those jailed in-
cluded practically every leader in Egyptian
Jewish communal life. Almost every mem-
ber of the Jewish Community Councils of
both Cairo and Alexandria was arrested and
imprisoned in the earliest stages of the
terror. A few have since been released.

In seeking to screen its ruthless conduct
from the world the Egyptian Government has
not been entirely successful. It ls impos-

-sible, despite the most carefully contrived

schemes, to conceal official crimes of such
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scope. In the first weeks of December a
number of Egyptlan Jewish escapees gave
affidavits to the American Jewish Congress,
attesting to the measures employed by the
Egyptlan Government to oppress its Jewish
population and to harass them into volun-
tary flight. These persons are unwilling to
disclose their names for publication but they
are ready to appear before any official agency
of the United States or the United Nations
to describe the conditions they have per-
sonally witnessed in Egypt. The reason for
their insistence on anonymity is understand-
able and, of itself, a significant commentary
on Egypt’s reign of terror.

There are uniform themes running
through all the statements that have been
‘recelved. The mass arrests of Egyptian Jews
are accompanied by no legal warrant and
there is no provision for arraignment or in-
dictment. There is no discernible pattern
or rationale in the sequence of arrests or in
the manner in which individuals are singled
out for imprisonment. No one is appraised
of the identity of others arrested or of the
grounds for arrest. Part of the nightmarish
atmosphere derives from the mixture of in-
formality and ruthlessness with which the
arrests are carried out. The police appear
suddenly at the residence of the person to be
arrested, almost always late at night or in
the early morning, obviously to avoid public
attention. Occasionally the arresting officers
are in clvilian dress. There is no explana-
tion for the arrest and very little conversa-
tion of any kind. Persons arrested are
quietly ordered to pack a small case of per-
sonal articles and are then taken to the
nearest police station. From that point they
are assigned to detention centers. During
the arrests there is no violence. The police
have been careful to permit no show of
brutality on the streets. But this restraint
is dropped at the door of the detention
centers.

As noted earlier, stateless Jews at first
comprised the overwhelming majority of
those arrested. But since then Jews of all
nationalities have been interned. Possession
of a passport of another country, even one
at peace with Egypt, offers no protection to
Egyptian Jews. At best, a foreign passport
serves only to expedite final departure. The
American Jewish Congress has In its files
an affidavit from an American Jew interned
in Egypt recently even though he had been
traveling on a United States passport. This
person, a native of Cairo, had entered the
United States as a quota immigrant but had
returned to Egypt to attend to personal busi-
ness aflairs. He was released from prison
only after he had guaranteed he would leave
Egypt.

While it is impossible to determine the
exact number of arrests, it is certain that
they have been carried out steadily since
Israel’s entry into Sinai. A dispatch ap-
pearing in the New York Times as early as
November 24 reported that:

“Two days after the Israeli attack of Octo-
ber 29, the Egyptian police rounded up be-
tween 25 and 30 Jews and took them to Cairo,
In effect, they are hostages there. ‘“What can
I do? What can I do? an elderly widow
sobbed. Her older daughter, age 30, was
among those taken to Calro.”

On the same day the Times correspondent
in Cairo, Osgood Caruthers, noted that al-
though “the Egyptians have made it a mat-
ter of basic doctrine that their strongest op-
position was almed at Zionism and at Israel,
and not against the Jewish people,” never-
theless the arrest orders “according to au-
thoritative estimates affect thousands of
Jews in Cairo who are of foreign nationality,
many of them British and French subjects,
or who are in the status of stateless persons.
It was not known how many others might
be affected throughout the rest of the coun-
try.” He went on to observe: -

“As it is, Britons, Frenchmen, and Jews
of foreign nationality, or in the stateless
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category, were being given individual orders
as to when they were to pack up and leave
the country. They were permitted to take
with them 20 Egyptian pounds ($56) for each
adult and 10 Egyptian pounds for each
minor."

On November 27, a New York Herald Trib-
une correspondent reported from Port Said:

“Some 150 Jews, many of them old resi-
dents of this city, fled Egypt today on board
a French hospital ship.

“Taking along not much more than they
could carry, they sailed for Marsellles with
37 other evacuees from this occupied area.
The group, which included 30 children, de-
parted rather than face an uncertain fate
when Anglo-French forces leave and the
Egyptian Government takes over again.

“Before the trouble began, the community
totaled an estimated 300 families. * * * The
number of Jews still here is believed to be
less than 50.

“Most of the group were stateless, but a few
carried Egyptian passports. They sailed
with refugee permits that will allow them
to stay in France for 3 months before de-
ciding on a new domicile.”

An International News Service correspond-

ent reported that a Jewish escapee in Paris
had told him:
- *“*“The policeman who arrested me Was &
fairly high official,’ he told me: ‘We've got
a list of 6,000 Jews we're going to imprison
or expel. And that's only a first list of 6,000.
Soon there'll be no more Jews in Egypt.
You'll all have to go.” The refugees arrived
in Europe begging correspondents not to use
their names for fear of reprisals against rel-
atives” (New York Journal-American, De-
cember 21, 1956).

Conditions in the improvised detention
centers Into which internees have been
herded are appalling. The New York Post
of January 8, 1957, gave this account:

“Jewish refugees arriving from Egypt dis-
closed today they were led handcuffed
through the streets of Cairo and Alexandria
and were stoned and spat upon by Arab mobs
while their guards laughed and taunted:
‘Now you are going to die.

“The men among the Misr's passengers had
all been held at the Sebil School In Cairo,
which the Egyptians had converted into an
internment camp. The women were Iin-
terned first at the Betesh School in Heliop-
olis, a suburb of Calro, and later transferred
to the Citadel prison. One of the women
was interned with a 2-day-old baby.

“For the first 8 days of internment the
men at Sebil were kept completely without
food by the camp commandant, Major Hadidi,
a blue-uniformed official of the national
police.

“The stocky, muscular major seems to have
conformed to the classic pattern of prisoner
of war and concentration camp command-
ants. He was violently anti-Semitic, often
proclaming that Egypt had no place for
Jews—although Colonel Nasser himself has
sald many times that Egpyt welcomes “loyal
Jews,” a statement at which these refugees
laugh with some ironic bitterness.

“For the first 3 days at Sebil, Major Hadidl
locked 18 to 20 men in small rooms in which
camp beds were packed so closely the oc-
cupants had to crawl over them to reach the
door when they were finally allowed out. For
the first 3 days they were kept without food.

“In all there were more than 500 men in-
terned at Sebil. They were allowed to go to
the toilet only twice a day and then only
during 1 hour in morning and 1 hour in
evening.

“After several weeks of internment the
Egyptian government allowed a representa-
tive of the International Red Cross to visit
the camp. The internees told him their
serious grievances. On learning of their re-
port Hadidi was so incensed that he locked
all the men in their rooms for 3 days and
gave them no food whatsoever. This meant
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that for two 3-day periods in the 60 days they
were held. the 500 went without any suste-
nance at all.

“And the food, when it was given, was com=
parable only to prisoner of warfare in the
latter days of wartime Germany. Although
orders were given for the men to be allowed
2 hours of daily exercise in the open, they
were never allowed out of the buildings. On
arrival their watches and &ll personal jewelry
were taken by Hadidi's guards—and never
returned.

“The women internees were equally bitter.
The women were first taken to the school in
Hellopolis, where their food was below sub-
sistence level and sanitation facilities limited.
They also were stripped of all jewelry and
trinkets.”

An International News Service dispatch in
the New York Journal-American of January 7
reported:

“One man told of being taken to Cairo's
Abassia Prison, where he was strung up by
his wrists and beaten for 3 days. He said the
torture was administered by Egypt's secret
police in an effort to make him tell where his
fortune was hidden.

“He added that another prisoner subjected
to the same brutalit;’ went mad.

“One woman refugee, whose husband still
is in prison, related: ‘The terror began soon
after the war began. Superintendents of all
buildings began reporting the names of all
Jews and other foreigners to police. Then
came the police raids and orders confining us
to our apartments, When the police would
come after midnight, we knew it was bad.
They would point at some member of our
family and say, “Come along. You're
wanted.” Then they would take the member
to the police station and imprison him with-
out court procedure.’

“She said the prisoners would be jailed
along with criminals.”

The arrival of the refugee ship Misr in
Naples on January 7, 1957, afforded Western
correspondents the first opportunity of in-
terviewing a substantial group of Egyptian
Jews free of Egyptian surveillance., The New
York Times correspondent who reported their
arrival was able to persuade some of the
escapees to disclose their names:

“Aboard the Misr were Dr. Jacob Coen and
Dr. Raymond Bayer, both formerly on the
stafl of the Jewish Hospital in Cairo. They
had been held in the Jewish school in Cairo
with hundreds of other men, The women
and their families had been sent to a camp
at Heliopolis.

“The physicians said there were 15 camp
inmates to a room in the Cairo school.
After reveille at 6 a. m. armed guards
marched the inmates, 3 by 3, to a washroom.
Then there were checks by policemen at
10 a. m. and 2, 4, and 10 p. m.

“Rabbl S8halom Morg sald that most of his
fellow passengers were destitute.

“Elie Matalon, 22 years old, former em-
ployee of a photographic agency in Caliro, said
he had been deprived of Egyptian citizenship
and interned after he had applied for a pass-
port to go to Paris.

“Victor Benattar, a stateless chemist, who

had been working for a foreign pharmaceu-
tical concern in Cairo, charged that Egyptian
police had beaten him till he signed a dec-
laration that he was leaving the country for
good.
“Ibrahim Vetaya, born in Egypt to Turkish
parents, said he had been expelled with his
wife and children after local authorities had
seized his textile concern and £E800,000 in
his bank account. [This would be equal to
$2,240,000.] None of the refugees had been
allowed to take more than £E5 (about $14)
out of Egypt. They had many bundles but
few suitcases.

“Most of the exiles asked that their names
be withheld because they feared reprisals
against relatives and friends.
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“Of the 967 who arrived, 394 were women
and 104 were children.,” (Times, January
T7.)

There are widespread reports that upon
learning of the arrest and imprisonment of
Jewish leaders, the chief rabbl of Egypt,
Haim Nahoum Effendi, acted to obtain their
release, His appeal was summarily rejected,
and he was instructed by government offi-
cials not to meddle in “political” affairs.
Rabbi Nahoum, who has held office since
1922, had been repeatedly decorated by Egypt-
ian governments for his public services.
When his attempted intervention was so
brusquely rebuffed, Rabbi Nahoum—old, sick,
and almost blind—sent his resignation to
President Nasser. Immediately thereafter
two members of the security police came to
his home and took him to the Ministry of
the Interior where he was ordered to rescind
his resignation; this he refused to do. One
of his subordinates, however, was prevailed
upon to issue an unauthorized “denial” of
Rabbi Nahoum's resignation to an Associated
Press correspondent. This “denial” is not
given much credence among the Egyptian
Jews who were his congregants and were
familiar with the duress to which he was
subjected. The New York Post reported on
January 8:

“No one believes the Egyptian version of
the recent broadcast by Egypt's Chief Rabbi
Nahoum. They all claim Egyptian strong-
arm men visited this aging, blind martyr and
sald: ‘You must say you are a loyal
Egyptian; otherwise you are a Zionist.
Zionists are our mortal enemies and if you
are a Zionist all Jews here will be named
Zionists and imprisoned.'*

In the face of incontrovertible evidence of
the mass arrests and abuse of Egyptian Jews,
Egyptian officials have blandly denied all.
However, llke Egyptian Foreign Minister
Mahmoud Fawzi, they have been compelled
to admit that “a few Jews” were taken into
custody “because they were dangerous to
the securlty of the state.” (New York Times,
November 20, 1956.) Fawzl's “few Jews" be-
came in the admissions of Lt. Col. Za=-
kariah Mohleddine, Minister of the Interior,
“288 Jews" who were being detained “for
reasons of security.” (Times, December 4,
1866.) In addition, Colonel Mohieddine,
while denying blanket seizure of Jewish prop-
erty, admitted that “the assets of rich Jews"
had been placed under government control
“to be sure that they do not try to smuggle
their money out of the country.” (New York
Post, December 4, 1956.) Col. Abdel Kader
Hatem, director of the Egyptian Information
Office, stated that of the non-Egyptian Jews
in Egypt “only 280 had been asked to leave
for ‘security reasons,’ and 26 of these were
now out of the country.” (New York Jour-
nal-American, December 21, 1956.) But, at
another point, Colonel Hatem had the efflron-
tery to claim that “Egypt has not deported
one single Jew.” (New York Post, December
26, 1956.) How much faith can be reposed

‘in official Egyptian denlals of anti-Jewish

measures can be gaged by the fact that
Premier Habib Bourgouiba, a Moslem him-
self and one who is certainly sympathetic to
Arab aspirations, has found it necessary to
protest to Egypt about the diserimination
against Jews of Tunisian nationality. He
reminded Egypt that his government had
never “made any difference between Tuni-
slans on the basis of their religion.” (New
York Times, December 26, 1856.)
Deportations

The most informed estimates indicate that
between November 22, 1956, and January 23,
1957, 8,435 refugee Jews—almost one-fifth of
the entire Jewish community—succeeded in
making their way to various foreign ports.
(A schedule of arrivals of refugee Jews from
Egypt apears in the appendix.) Thousands
more are anxiously seeking passage to avold
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4mprisonment, and the shortage of trans-
portation facilities has made the competition
for space intense. Willlam Richardson, in
a report from Cairo published in the New
York Post of December 13, 1956, contrasts
the plight of the Nazi and Egyptian expellees
in this regard:

“Thousands of British, French, and Jew-
ish nationals * * * have even less chance
than the Hitlerlan refugees in the 1930's of
salvaging anything from their property. In
those days it was possible to arrange for some
transfer of property. Some British and
French nationals were able to help in a few
cases and there were many routes out of
Germany. From the day sequestration and
expulsion began here there has been only one
route—via a daily Scandinavian Airlines
plane, Other airlines are only now begin-
ning services from Cairo airport.”

In another dispatch published January 8,
Mr. Richardson reports that those fortunate
enough to get passage are permitted to take
with them only one suitcase of clothing and
20 Egyptian pounds ($56). They are forced
to sign formal declarations promising never
to return. They are required to sign away
all ownership to property in Egypt and re-
nounce all financial claim they might have.
In return for the privilege of exit, they are
forced to declare that all assets they leave
behind are to be “given" to the Egyptian
Government. There were a number of refu-
gees who refused to leave Egypt but who
were coerced into departure. Mr. Richard-
son continues:

“More than half the refugees to whom I
talked said they had not asked permission to
leave Egypt, as Nasser's government claims
they did. .

“On the contrary, many refused at firs
to sign a prepared typewritten statement
saying they wished to leave. But they were
forced at gunpoint to sign. At least a dozen
were beaten when they refused to sign; one
man so severely he was hospltalized for 10
days.”

Sequestration and confiscation

Most Jews left behind in Egypt and who
are not in jail find themselves without
means of support. Bank accounts have been
frozem, private and commercial property
sequestered, industrial and commercial firms
requisitioned and Jewish employees dis-
missed. A once economically independent
community has been reduced to poverty and
want and faces a desperate future. Depart-
ment stores, banks, and textile firms known
throughout Egypt and the Middle East have
been sequestered or confiscated. Officlal
lists of seguestrations contain the names of
hundreds of business enterprises, including
such well-known and long-established firms
as the Clcurel, Chemla, Hanau, and Chalons
department stores; the banking houses of
Zilka and Mosseri; the Pinto Cotton firm,
and many others. Conservative estimates
indicate the assets sequestered or frozen
amount to at least $400 million.

The principal legal device for the seques-
tration of Jewish property is contained in
Egyptian Military Proclamation No. 4, pub-
lished in the Journal Officiel No. 88 bis A of
November 1, 1956. This proclamation, titled
the “Administration of the Property of Per-
sons Interned or Put Under Surveillance
and Other Persons and Institutions,” should
be distinguished from proclamation No. 5,
promulgated on the same day, which pro-
vides for the seizure and administration of
assets in Egypt belonging to British, French,
or Australian subjects. The very publica-
tion of proclamation No. 4 Indicates that all
other sequestration proclamations have some
purpose apart from freezing the funds of
enemy aliens.

Proclamation No. 4 is specifieally addressed
to the control of assets belonging to persons
placed under surveillance who are not enemy
nationals. It clearly contemplates the
wholesale expropriation of property of state-
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1ess Jews, Egyptian Jews, and foreign Jews
whose investments and assets otherwise

would have escaped sequestration.

In order to concentrate large commercial
holdings exelusively in the hands of Egyptian
Moslems, the provisions of article 2 of proc-
lamation No. 4 have been widely invoked.
This article authorizes the designee of the
state, appointed to administer a sequestered
property “to agree to a settlement or to waive
the total or any part of debts owing the busi-
ness * * * and with the authorization of
the Minister of Finance and Economy to
proceed to sell the goods and to wind up
any industrial or commercial enterprise or,
in particular, to bring about the dissolution
of the company or to acquiesce in such a
dissolution.” ]

The administrator is thus endowed with
full control over the assets of the sequestered
business. Debts may be forgiven at his
whim, businesses may be sold and important
interests may be transferred. This procla-
mation, moreover, goes far beyond the mere
sequestration of property. It prohibits all
direct or indirect transactions with any per-
son or establishment whose property has
‘been sequestered and bars the execution of
any contract or agreement concluded by or
for the benefit of such a person or estab-
lishment before the military decree was pub-
lished. Finally, it has the effect of barring
any person whose property has been se-
questered from initiating any action in any
court of Egypt or from continuing any such
action already begun. Thus any firm owned
or controlled by Jews is exposed to complete
economic destruction. Jewish property and
businesses may be seized at the whim of the
administrator and transactions entered into

-may be retroactively nullified by the issu-

ance of a sequestration order against which
no defense is possible and from which no
right of appeal exists.

The effect of giving a political functionary
such absolute command over the assets of a
business is to increase the opportunity for
profitable side-deals and private frauds of
his own. Under the law no one could ques-
tion the decislon of an administrator who
depletes the assets of a Jewish firm in his cus-
tody through a series of disadvantageous
deals with enterprises owned by Moslems.
There is in addition a public purpose. The
Egyptian Minister of the Interior has puhb-
Jdicly invited Moslems to bid on shares of
stock in firms sequestered from their Jewish
owners. The Nasser governmrent is thus able
to advance its Egyptianization program.
Under the guise of legality, it has taken
properties belonging to Jews who spent their
lives in developing them and placed them In
the hands of Egyptian Moslems.

Proclamation No. 4 provided only the gen-
eral legal authority for sequestration; with-
in a week after its publication, implement-
ing regulations were isued. Decree No. 170,
Ppublished on November 8, 1956, listed 440
persons whose properties were to be se-
questered and who were made liable to ar-
rest and expulsion. Decree No. 171, published
on November 11, mentions 25 additional per-
sons, including the president of the Jewish
community in Cairo. Decrees Nos. 174 to
196, published in the period from November
11 to 18, 1956, name 13 of the principal mer-
cantile or commercial enterprises owned by
Jews to be sequestered.

It is no accident that of the hundreds of
persons who have been specifically included
in decrees issued pursuant to proclamation
No. 4 almost all were Jews who were either
Egyptian nationals, stateless persons or na-
tionals of countries other than Britain or
France. Without the extraordinary author-
ity of proclamation No. 4, their property
could not have been touched under any
regulation providing for the blocking or se-
guestration of the assets of enemy aliens.

In addition to the selzure of businesses
under regular sequestration orders, all Jew-
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ish businesses that could be construed as
having the remotest connection with defense
have been expropriated under a regulation
permitting the requisition by the army of
all firms engaged in producing military items.

These decrees have been drastically en-
forced. In some cases Jewish firms simply
were closed and their doors sealed. In
-others, a representative of the Ministry of
Interior, accompanied by security officers,
appeared at the firm’s main offices and in-
formred the owners that the ministry had
designated an administrator of the business
and that all control was to be vested in his
hands. Nominally, profits accruing from
these cperations are to be credited to the
real owner and placed in his accounts, but
these accounts are frozen and from present
indications Egypt has no intention of re-
turning the funds to their legal owners. Al-
though a few Jewish-owned enterprises have
been returned, notably the Cairo department
‘store owned by the Cicurel family, the vast
bulk of Jewish property is still in govern-
ment hands.

The Jewish community has also been
stripped of communal property. Hospitals
constructed and maintained by the commu-
nity have been taken over by the Egyptian
army while hospitals of other religious com=
munities have not been touched. Jewish pa-
tients were evacuated from their hospital
beds. With the requisition of the Jewish
‘hospitals, Jewish surgeons have no access to
hospital facilitles. Moreover, the Medical
Assoclation of Egypt has directed the Egyp-
‘tian populace to refrain from consulting
Jewish physicians or surgeons for any cause,
- Jews in other professions have suffered the
same fate as the doctors. Jewish lawyers,
nationals of Egypt, have been disbarred.
Jewish engineers have been denied the right
to practice. Since the Jewish laboring class
was dependent for its employment upon tha
maintenance of Jewish enterprise, the for-
cible closing of Jewish business and the
prohibition of Jewish professional life has
resulted in the virtual exclusion from em-
ployment of the whole Egyptian Jewish
community.

At the present time, with only a few ex-
ceptions, Jewish businesses are not permitted
to operate in Egypt under their legal own-
‘ers. Jewish employees have been dismissed
‘from all sequestered firms including foreign
‘corporations not owned by Jews. One in-
formant of the American Jewlsh Congress
related that of 40 Jews employed in the office
of the Shell Oil Co. in Cairo only 4 were
‘permitted to return to their desks on the
‘day following the appointment of a govern=
‘ment wadministrator wunder proclamation
No. 4. -

No property is too small for sequestration
and government functionaries have not hesi-
tated to exploit the situation for private
gain. Reporting the experiences of persons
he had interviewed, Barrett McGurn wrote
from Naples on January T in the New York
Herald Tribune:

“One sald that he had lost a $55,000 print-
ing plant. Amnother, born 58 years ago in
Alexandria, but never an Egyptian citizen,
said that he had lost a $25,000 farm prop-
erty.

“Many said that army officers and police
were taking apartments which fleeing Jews
were leaving. Egyptilans are offering to buy
‘the property of fleeing Jews but sometimes
at merely 1 percent of value, it was reported.
One boy sald that his father had been offered
$126 in payment for the family's $15,000
house.

*“Most aboard were members of the lower
middle class, many of them small shopkeep-
ers, but some, according to their fellows, left
as much as ‘$125,000 to $600,000 in apart-
ment houses, land, and large commercial
firms." ™

In its determination to squeeze every bit of
profit from its expellees, the Government
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has even stripped them of modest private

possessions, Persons searched at Egyptian
alrports have had to surrender even such
items of personal jewelry as wristwatches,
tiepins, and brooches. This relentless pres-
sure has succeeded in forcing the Jewish
community to try to sell its property for
trifiing sums:

“Those ordered to leave—or who, under
pressure, decide to go—can take out 100
pounds (or $280). Business and property
and valuables like jewels, furniture, fur coats,
are padlocked by a public custodian for
future disposition.

“Naturally, deportees don't expect to hear
again from the custodian. They make every
effort at salvage, I was approached on a
Cairo Street and offered a vast amount of
currency and fewelry for my word that I
would have a bank pay the deportee a trifling
amount of dollars in Paris. I rejected the
deal, but there is profitable traffic with these
unfortunates; many participating are in
government service.

“When police have the power to deal with
enemy aliens they are seldom gentle, often
corrupt.” (World Telegram, December 28,
1956.)

American newspapers continue to report
that the Egyptian Government is hamstrung
for cash. (The New York Times, January 2,
1957.) A. J. Liebling in the New Yorker of
January 12, 1957, noted that the economists
in Egypt belleve that the sequestration of
British and French enterprises has ylelded
few tangible assets to the Egyptian Govern-
ment and that for the most part these have
been offset by the counterblockage of Egyp-
tian funds in Great Britain and France,
Most of the French and British firms were
principally service organizations, he wrote,
and all the Egyptians got with most of these
properties was a heap of office furniture and
their own money back.

These profitless seizures of Pritish and
French assets may account in part for the
avidity and haste with which Jewish property
has been despoiled. Egyptian Jews can take
no countermeasures and Egypt, by looting
its own nationals and stateless persons,
places itself beyond the reach of interna-
tional action. Whatever they wrench from
the Jewish community, they take in abso-
Iute immunity. In the words of an Egyptian
Jew, ldentified by the Assoclated Press as a
former Egyptian industrialist who escaped
to Naples:

“We are probably Egypt's most profitable
export of the year., We are taking out of the
country, all of us together, a few thousand
pounds. We are leaving in Egypt tens and
tens and tens of thousands of pounds in cash,
jewelry, profitable businesses, and indus-
tries.” (New York Post, January 7, 1957.)

I, NASSERISM AND HITLERISM

The parallels between Hitler's campaign
against the Jews of Germany and Nasser's
attack upon the Jews of Egypt are too close
to be coincidental, The anti-Jewish tech-
niques developed in Germany are now being
applied in Egypt with increasing rigor. Nas-
ser's “Egyptianization” and Hitler's “Aryani-
zation” programs have the same xenophobic
intent and both concentrate on the Jews as
their primary target.

It has already been noted that on Novem-
ber 20, 1956, Nasser in effect opened the door
for denationalization of Egyptian Jews. Sim-
ilarly, on July 26, 1933, the German Minister
of Interior handed down a decree providing
for the denationalization of a large percent-
age of German Jewish citizens. Jewish law-
yers in Egypt have been disbarred, and Jew=-
ish physicians, dentists, pharmacists, archi-
tects, and other professionals have been
dropped from the rolls of their professional
societies and have been prevented in other
ways from practicing. This duplicates a
German statute of July 25, 1938, which de-
clared that “Jews are not to be licensed as
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physiclans” and a subsequent decree declar-
ing that “Jews are excluded from the prac-
tice of law."

Perhaps the closest parallels between the
two regimes is to be found in the programs of
economic expropriation. In November 1938,
Hermann Goering decreed that “Jews * * *
are excluded from the operation of individual
retail businesses, exporting firms, and sales
agencies” and, further, that from that date
on “no Jew can manage a firm, * * *" These
edicts have been paralleled by a number of
Egyptian ones.

By 1938 some 120,000 German Jews were
driven to migrate to other countries. Just
as the Egyptian escapees are permitted to
take with them a maximum of 20 Egyptian
pounds (a 100 pounds according to some
reports), so Jewish emigrants from Ger-
many were divested of their possessions and
permitted to carry out a maximum of 10
German marks. On all capital transferred
abroad the German treasury levied a flight
tax of 25 percent and allowed the remaining
75 percent to be transferred in blocked marks
whose value was only one-sixth of the free
mark. Nasser has gone even further: he has
compelled Egyptian Jews to flee abroad in
an even more destitute condition than their
German predecessors.

Nasser's aim, like Hitler's aim, iz first the
pauperization and then the expulsion of the
Jewish community. In both countries, Jew-
ish enterprises and properties were seized to
bolster an economy weakened by ruinous
military expenditures. Goering, in a memo-
randum in 1938, cryptically noted: *“Very
critical situation of the Reich Exchequer.
Relief through the billlon [marks] imposed
on Jewry, and through profits accruing to
the Reich in the Aryanization of Jewlish en-
terprises.” Nasser's grandiose alms have
also entailed financial outlays beyond the
capacity of Egypt’s economy and the expro-
priation of Jewish properties is a patent
source of relief,

It is significant that the notorious Johann
von Leers, formerly a top official of the Nazi
Propaganda Ministry, occupies an important
place in the Ministry of National Guidance.
With such men as von Leers occupying in-
fluential posts in Nasser’s government, it is
not surprising that Egyptian officers and men
in Sinal were found to have carried copies
of an Arable translation of Hitler's Mein
Eampf in their knapsacks, and that an im-
portant Damascus newspaper, Al Manar,
should have been moved to write:

“One should not forget that, in contrast to
Europe, Hitler occupied an honored place in
the Arab world. His name awakened in Arab
hearts feelings of love and enthusiasm. The
Arab world should be congratulated on pro-
ducing in its midst this Hitler who has
shaken the world from end to end. * * *

‘[Journalists] are mistaken if they think

that by calling Nasser Hitler they are hurting

us. On the contrary, his name makes us

proud. Long live Hitler, the Nazi who struck
at the heart of our enemies. Long live the
Hitler of the Arab world.” (Quoted in the
Paris Le Monde, August 17, 1956.)

1IV. THE ROLE OF THE UNITED NATIONS

The preamble of the Charter of the United
Nations recites that—

“We, the peoples of the United Nations,
determined * * * to reaffirm faith in funda-
mental human rights, in the dignity and
worth of the human person, in the equal
right of men and women * * * do hereby
establish an international organization to be
known as the United Nations.”

The very first article of the charter re-
peats this high resolve, declaring that among
the stated purposes of the United Nations
are “promoting and encouraging respect for
human rights and for fundamental freedoms
for all without distinction as to race, sex,
language, or religion. * * ** Finally, the
member states of the U, N. pledge them-
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selves by articles 55 and 58 of the charter to
take joint and separate actions in coopera-
tion with the U. N. to achieve universal re-
spect for, and observance of, human rights
and fundamental freedoms for all without
distinction as to race, sex, language, or
religion.

These declarations and pledges are gradu-
ally being made effective. Since its first
meeting the U. N. has attempted to translate
the majestic generalities of the charter into
precise undertakings and =:ltimately to estab-
lish an international code of human rights
having the effect of law. On December 10,
1948, the General Assembly without a single
dissenting vote (Soviet Russla, Saudl Arabia,
and six other countries abstaining) adopted
the universal declaration of human rights.
Among the provisions of this declaration, in-
tended as a “common standard of achieve-
ment for all peoples and all nations,” are
two that are directly relevant to this study.

Article 9 of the declaration provides: “No
one shall be subject to arbitrary arrest, de-
tention, or exile.”

Article 15 provides: “Everyone has the
right to nationality. No one shall be arbi-
trarily deprived of his nationality nor denied
the right to change his nationality.”

It is clear from the legislative history of
these two provisions that the term “arbi-
trary” means more than “illegal” but rather
any act “taken at the will and pleasure of
some person who could not be called upon to
show just cause for it.”

The members of the United Nations have
likewise been concerned with the protection
of civilians during the time of war or armed
conflict. At Geneva, in 1949, four conven-
tions were signed and later ratified by most
of the members of the United Nations, in-
cluding Egypt and the United States. The
Fourth Geneva Conventlon attempts to pro-
tect “the whole of the populations of the
countries in conflict, without any adverse
distinction based, In particular, on race, na-
tionality, religion, or political opinion * * **
(art. 13). Article 27 of the convention
in defining the rights of “protected persons"
declares that they “are entitled, in all cir-
cumstances, to respect for their persons, their
honor, their family rights, their religious
convictions and practices, and their manners
and customs.” While internment is specifi-
cally allowed, it may be ordered “only if the
security of the detaining power makes it
absolutely necessary™ (art. 42). Article 33

forbids punishment for an offense which

a protected person has not “personally com=-
mitted” and likewise forbids ‘“reprisals

‘against protected persons and their prop-

erty.

While Jews in Egypt of Egyptian nation-
ality are not protected by the Fourth Geneva
Convention, Jews of British or French na-
tionality and stateless Jews are (arts. 4
and 13).

The acts of reprisal taken against Egyptian
Jewry not possessing Egyptian nationality—
confiscation of property, internment, dena-
tionalization, and deportation—are all in vio-
lation of the Fourth Geneva Convention.

The United Nations has, however, failed to
take any public actlon with respect to Egyp-
tian Jewry. It did not request the Secretary
General to Investigate the grave reports that
had caused so much concern. It set up no
committee of inquiry. The General Assem-
bly addressed no inquiries to Egypt. A des-
ultory discussion was held in December 1956
and then the matter died. At no time was a
resolution on Egyptian Jewry presented to
the Assembly.

In other similar cases the U, N, had not
been silent. Despite the opposition of the
Soviet bloe, the United Nations has adoptetd
no less than 10 different resolutions relating
to the oppression of the gallant Hungarian
revolutionaries. These resolutions asked for
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food and medicine for the Hungarian refu-
gees, called for an end to deportations, re-
quested permission for U. N. observers to ex-
amine the situation in Hungary, and desig-
nated a committee to hear the testimony of
Hungarian refugees.

The contrast is almost unbelievable. The
nations whose hearts were justly open for
Hungarian refugees could not find the time
even to talk about the persecution of Egyp-
tian Jewry.

V. THE ROLE OF THE UNITED STATES

The United States has expressed its con-
cern to the Government of Egypt over the
pressures exerted on British and French na-
tionals and on the Jewish community in
Egypt. On December 21, 1956, Ambassador
James J. Wadsworth, the Alternate United
States Representafive at the United Nations,
stated to the plenary session of the General
Assembly:

“The United States has received informa-
tion concerning the treatment of certain na-
tionals and stateless persons in Egypt which
occasions concern. It has not yet been pos-
sible to evaluate this information fully. Nor
has 1t been possible to obtain a clarification
of some aspects of the situation which are
still obscure.

“The information which is presently avail-
able to my Government indicates that an in-
determinate number of persons, including
British and French nationals and persons of
Jewish origin, in Egypt have been subjected
to pressure and intimidation, and in some
cases have been ordered deported. While we
recognize the right of any government to
take measures which are necessary in the in-
terests of its securlty, the United States must
express its concern at any unwarranted pres-
sures exerted against minorities.

“The United States Ambassador in Calro
has been requested to bring to the attention
of the Government of Egypt the concern of
the American people over these reports.

“The United States hopes that everything
possible will be done to insure that measures
will not be employed which will discriminate
unjustly against human beings merely on
racial or religious grounds or on the basis
of foreign nationality.”

Mr. Wadsworth’s statement was significant
since it made clear that, whatever confusion
existed at the time about the exact state of
affairs in Egypt, there was at least sufficlent
evidence to warrant the United States Am-
bassador’s intervention in Cairo. It raised
the reasonable expectation that the United
States Government would pursue an inves-
tigation that would substantiate or refute
the charges. With the resources at thelr
command, with the abundant data available
for its study, appropriate United States agen-
cies, it was felt, would readily ascertain the
truth and assume leadership in the United
Nations in the effort to cause the Egyptian
Government to desist in its campaign of
violence and viclations of baslc human free-
doms.

Unfortunately, Mr. Wadsworth undermined
the effect of his expression of our Govern-
ment's concern by following immediately
with this statement:

“I make bold to conclude with a plea. I
suggest that the matter we are now discuss-
ing is not one which is likely to benefit
from prolonged discussion here; certainly it
will not benefit from any intemperate dis-
cussion. That is why, without in any way
wishing to cut off speakers whose names have
been inscribed on the list of speakers and
who will follow me to the rostrum, I would
suggest to them, as well as to other repre-
sentatives who may desire to speak on this
subject, that the most useful thing we could
do would be to bring this phase of the dis-
cussion to an early end.”

Since Mr. Wadsworth’s declaration at the
U. N. General Assembly, the United States

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

has not appeared to advance either in deter-
mining the facts or in rallying world opinion
to the necessity of opposing firmly and im-
mediately Egypt's contravention of funda-
mental human rights and liberties. In early
January, in response to an appeal by the
American Jewish Congress and other organi-
zations for vigorous action to save those who
are being persecuted in Egypt, the State De-
partment, in a form letter, stated that it was
still trying to obtain an accurate picture of
the situation in Egypt in the light of the
many conflicting assurances now being made
and that the problem is being kept under
active surveillance.

These sentiments, which in ordinary cir-
cumstances might have provided some com-
fort, can hardly allay anxiety at a time
when the Egyptian Government is moving
with rapidity and thoroughness to destroy
the lives and liberties of the Jewish com-
munity. What is perhaps the most disap-
pointing aspect of the State Department's
response is its assertion that it is still not
in full possession of the facts. The reports
of Egyptian excesses have appeared in the
press of virtually every non-Arabic country.
In addition, there are at least 8,000 expellees
from Egypt (as of January 23) who can
testify from their own experience to the cruel
treatment of the Jewish community of Egypt.

The conscience of the American people has
been outraged by Egypt’s persecution of an
innocent and powerless minority and by its
flagrant assault on those principles of free-
dom and human dignity all free nations
cherish, Civie groups, church bodies, and
labor and professional associations have
urged the United States to take more effec-
tive diplomatic action than it has thus far.

Thus on December 16, 1956, 34 leading
Christian clergymen in the United States
addressed a moving appeal to President
Eisenhower to seek action by the United Na-
tions to end the persecution of Jews in
Egypt. These clergymen included many of
our most respected religious spokesmen, a
good number of whom have been actively
concerned for years in Middle Eastern prob-
lems, including the problem of providing
for and resettling the Arab refugees. Their
appeal stated in part:

“While we are gratified that the United
States Government is expressing its deep
concern to the Government of Egypt, we feel
impelled to express to you our deep concern
over the campaign of viclence entered upon
by the Government of Egypt against citizens,
stateless persons, and nationals of other
lands.

“In the present Egyptian program directed
against the human rights, security, freedom,
and economic welfare of Egyptian Jews and
Jews in Egypt, a pattern has emerged that
is clearly imitative of the Hitler pattern
and of the present Communist pattern in
Hungary. * * *

“In canceling citizenship, in ordering de-
portation of citizens, or stateless persons and
nationals of other lands, in taking away
property, in confiscating bank accounts, in
the establishment of concentration camps,
and in holding men and women as hostages,
we find an awful and terrible imitation and
refinement of the Hitler program and prac-
tices which ultimately plunged the world
into war. * * *

“The United States, indeed the world, paid
an appalling price to rid humanity of these
evils when finally it was forced to go to war
against Hitlerism. Since then, mankind has
been on guard against a renewed outbreak
of this malady in many lands, even in our
own Nation., It is our persuasion that un-
less the United States opposes firmly and im-
mediately the reappearance of racism in
Egypt, in whatever guise, this pernicious evil
will endanger the spiritual foundation of
morality and freedom in all the world.”
(New York Times, December 17.)
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The deep attachment of the United States
to the concept of religious freedom has in-
duced our Government in the past to inter-
cede in Instances of religious persecution
and even where such intercessions entailed
direct criticlsm of the internal legislation
of other states. In 1840, in the first rep-
regsentation relating to Jews made by the
United States to any foreign state, Secre-
tary of State John Forsyth, at the direction
of President Van Buren, instructed the
American Consul at Alexandria, Egypt, to
intervene In behalf of Damascus Jews who
had been falsely accused of murder.

Since that time the diplomatic record is
studded with instances of altruistic interven-
tion by American officials on behalf of per-
secuted Jewish populations abroad. The
United States, for example, protested on be-
half of the Jews in Morocco in 1863, to
Persia in 1897, to Russia in 1908, to Syria and
Palestine in 1915, to Italy in 1938, and to
Argentina in 1943. In the Nazl era, the
United States Government utilized avail-
able diplomatic channels to protest the atro-
cities of Hitler's regime.

In 1878 Secretary of State William Evarts
interceded in Morocco, despite an awareness
that his action might be construed as im-
proper. In accord with America’s finest
ideal of compassion for the victims of suf-
fering and oppression, he wrote the Ameri-
can Consul in Morocco: “Still, there might
be cases in which humanity would dictate
a disregard of technicalitles, if your influ-
ence would shield Hebrews from oppression.”
It is in this traditional spirit of humanity
and understanding that we ought to ap-
proach the agony the Jewish community is
undergoing in Egypt today.

VI. CONCLUSION

Once again, a Jewish community has been
doomed to destruction by a brutal dictator-
ship.

For many weeks Jewish leaders had been
assured by their governments and by the
spokesmen of international organizations
that the Egyptian dictatorship had under-
taken only a limited action against a hand-
ful of Jews as a precautionary measure justi-
fled by emergency war conditions, These
statements were made and widely dissemi-
nated on the basis of replies to inquiries ad-
dressed to the Egyptian Government and its
leading members. Today it is all too clear
that behind this propaganda of calculated
deception the Egyptian Government was en-
gaged in the task of uprooting the Jewlish
community and making its further existence
impossible.

A substantial number of Jews whose fam-
ilies had resided in Egypt for generations
were denationalized; many Jews of all na-
tionalities were served with orders of expul-
sion; thousands were subjected to intimida-
tion and pressure with the object of com-
pelling them to apply for permission to
depart. In order to insure that this delib-
erate creation of a new refugee problem
should not evoke protests from international
public opinion, those who had expulsion
orders were deprived of them before depar-
ture and they, as well as all who left, were
compelled to sign statements certifying that
they were going voluntarily, The victims of
this lawless and vicious process were de-
prived of their possessions and were allowed
to take with them only trivial sums and
personal effects needed on the journey.
Hundreds of those who have reached lands
of refuge have testified that they were taken
from prison or concentration camps, often
in shackles, to the ships, and subjected to
indignities on the way.

Over B,000 of such refugees, out of a total
Jewish population of approximately 50,000,
have now reached lands of freedom. This
steady stream threatens to become a flood
unless in the meantime international au-
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thorities exert themselves in an effort to
halt it.

An element of major importance in the
scheme of persecution elaborated by the
Egyptian authorities has been the seques=
tration of Jewish properties. Orders were
promulgated authorizing the appropriate
military authority to sequester the property
not only of enemy aliens but of any other
persons whom this authority at its unfet-
tered discretion might designate. As a re-
sult, hundreds of properties and enterprises,
belonging in whole or in part to Jews, and
among them some of the most important in
the country, have been taken over by the
government. No distinction has been made
on grounds of nationality. Among the viec-
tims are Egyptlan citizens, stateless persons,
foreigners of various nationalities other than
and in addition to British and French na-
tionals. Every Jewish enterprise of any sig-
nificance has, in fact, been sequestered un-
der those orders.

Closely assoclated with this process of se-
questration has been the deliberate impov-
erishment of the great mass of Egyptian
Jewry by depriving it of the means of livell-
hood. Jews have been dismissed or sus-
pended without compensation from posts in
all public enterprises and services. The same
fate has overtaken Jewish employees in the
sequestered enterprises and businesses.
Non-Jewish employers have been forced,
often against their will, to dismiss Jewish
employees. Jewlish  professionals have
through various devices been deprived of the
right to practice. The result has been that
a4 once prosperous community has been re-
duced in a few weeks to the status of
paupers.

Jewlish communities everywhere have been
profoundly shaken by the apparent help-
lessness of the U. N. in the presence of this
great human tragedy. Not a single authori-
tative voice has been raised on behalf of the
Egyptian Jews by the international commu-
nity in public protest. There have been
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sincere efforts made privately by interna-
tional diplomacy and democratic govern-
ments to urge counsels of moderation on the
Egyptian regime, but they have apparently
failed.

The Egyptian Government has worked out
its anti-Jewish designs with the aid of
notorious Nazis and with the aid of tech-
niques elaborated by the Hitler regime. It
has pursued these designs in flagrant contra-
vention of international agreements which
it has helped to draft and which it has rati-
fled. Adapting the Nazl methods to the
Egyptian scene, the Nasser regime has en-
acted special legislation to give the color of
legalism to its inhumanities; it has taken
hostages from Jewish familles in order to
sllence the victims who have escaped.

The process of spoliation and persecution
was undertaken not during the conflict with
Israel but after the U. N. intervened to save
the Nasser regime from destruction. The
cease-fire became effective on November 6
but the sequestration order is dated No-
vember 8. The new nationality law, which
stripped many Jews of Egyptian nationality
on the flimsiest pretexts, dates from No-
vember 20.

The implications of Egypt's campaign to
end the existence of the Jewish community
should be seriously pondered by the free
peoples of the world. It should be recalled
that the Nazl regime struck out first at the
Jews and then proceeded against other
groups. Similarly, the assault by the Nasser
regime on the Jews, its most defenseless mi-
nority, inaugurates a process which can ex-
tend to every group which bars the way to
the grandiose Pan-Arabic design under Egyp-
tian leadership, articulated in Nasser’s book
The Philosophy of the Revolution.

For the leaders of the free world to ignore
these portents, is to do so at the peril of
world peace. In these circumstances, apart
from the dictates of humanity and compas-
sion, apart from preserving the cherished
ideals of freedom and liberty, it is a matter
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of enlightened self-interest for the interna-
tional community and all democratic govern-
ments to intervene energetically to halt the
destruction of the Egyptian Jewish com-
munity.

This solemn obligation is one which the
United States Government should in par-
ticular assume. The United States Govern-
ment was a bulwark of support for the
Nasser e in the recent crisis. It has
become a beacon of hope for all groups
throughout the world- who chafe under
tyranny and oppression. Its prestige would
be tarnished by failure to act in a situation
which so palpably calls for the United States
Government’s immediate action.

There are three courses which the United
States Government can pursue and which
all men who abhor vioclence, cruelty and op-
presslon will enthusiastically endorse.

First, the President of the United States
should remind the Government of Egypt di-
rectly of its obligation as a member of the
United Nations and of the civilized commu-
nity to abandon its present course of inhu-
man oppression of its Jewish population, to
cease and desist from its acts of arrest, eco-
nomic strangulation, persecution and de-
portation.

Second, the United States delegation to
the United Nations should take the lead in
the General Assembly in calling for action
consistent with the Charter of the United
Nations and with the several international
compacts to which Egypt is a signatory that
expressly guarantee respect for fundamental
human rights,

Third, the Government of the United
States should extend this country’s tradition
of sanctuary and haven to the Egyptian
refugees. It should use the author=-
ity exercised by the Attorney General under
the immigration laws on behalf of Hun=-
garian refugees in a similar fashion on be-
half of those Jews and stateless persons in
Egypt who have been deported or compelled
to leave,

Arrivals of refugee Jews from Egypt, Nov. 22, 1956—Jan. 23, 1957, ports, dates of disembarkation and number of refugees

Name of vessel Piracus Numbher Naples Number Marseilles | Number
Askania Nov. 22,1956 4
Achil o Nov. 30, 1956 ol SRR TSR SR
Marseiliaise_ Nov. 30,1956 250
Al Sudan Dee,  4,1956 i s
Fsperia_. - Dee. 5, 1956 80
Korinthia. = enh Deo. 7,1956 145 | Dee. 19,1956 60
Sultan __ _. Dee. 8, 1056 18
Enostica AL ec. 12, 1956 U oS R R, R S
B e e e Dec. 14, 1056 | EE SRR BNETEN Y
Aolla. ... % do. 240 | Dee, 16, 1956 180
Mier. ... .t do. i G B R e S Ll
Jugoslai, A 5 T ---| Dec, 18, 1956 140
Frperia_ . o Dee, 18, 1956 &0
Nefrettiti. Dee, 19,1956 ] R T S i
chilaug el =/ Dee, 21, 1956 150 | Dee, 23, 1456 230
Lydia_ 3 - =L 22, 1956 150
Al Sudan__ i Dee. 21,1956 o RS T, =l T
e e L e e e e e Dee. 22,1956 | | e S e s e Gt
Pasteur_ . . el ! Dee. 25, 1956 100
JeoriMe s s Rl ---} Dec. 27,1956 73 £
Bysdlﬂ_‘erenl: wvessels till Dec, 27, 1956 1. 260 |--. e o W e, it Ry
Ji L S ISRATA T ) Sl A S Deec. 29,1956 0 31,1056 200
Achitaus Dec. 31,1956 20 | Jan. 11,1957 45 | Jan. 2, 1857 385
Tl peria_ do 130 2
Nefrettiti... ... it el | | FARMIEE T 2 L o o TR 00 e 45 v
Avolia__. Dec. 31,1956 20 | Jan. 2,1057 20 | Jan. 4,1057 250
¥ b e L AR I T LRI T N e 1T RN T S TN I S . T D 1 e Jan. 61957 o I o
Fraey Ll AR R s SRR D TR S SR MR E TR s e s e R PR S L 5 12 SRR e S 3T = Lo Jan. 7, 1057 200
R e L e Jan. 18,1957 72 | Jan. 19,1857 30 | Jan. 21,1957 180
J fari Jan. 20,1057 130
Aofia_.____ % L % Jan. 21,1957 100
Misr_._. % Jan. 23, 1957 857
P 1,219
= 2 = 3,261 |.
3 . 2, 565
Total___. e 0 e g 7,085
Tstimated arrivals during samne period by plane in Italy, Switzerland, France, and
Great 1, 400
Total. = 8,435
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Mr. ROOSEVELT. I thank the gen-
tleman very much.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. CELLER] may

. extend his remarks at this point in the
RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the genfleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, as I lis-
tened to President Eisenhower's speech
on Wednesday night last, one overriding
thought stayed with me—how brave, how
courageous was United States policy
vis-a-vis Israel. Here we are, a nation
of 170 million people, the most powerful,
the richest in the world, bringing all our
weight to bear upon a little state of a
million and a half people, the weakest
and most isolated of all democracies, a
state not even as large as Massachusetts,
let us say.

Here we were, bringing all our pres-
sure to bear and literally begging that
the rest of the world join us in this
tremendous display of strength against
a tiny segment of the world which, for
8 years, has struggled against Arab hos-
tility and acts of aggression. Israel
asked as a condition precedent to her
withdrawal from the Gaza Strip and
Sharm-el-Sheik that she be permitted,
along with all the other nations of the
world, free and innocent passage through
international waterways. She asks that
‘she be guaranteed protection against
the organized Egyptian fedayeen raids
which took daily toll of lives and prop-
erty. The Arab world attacked Israel
when she declared her statehood, and
since that time, Israel has lived through
many heartbreak hazards. Her ships
were barred from the Suez Canal. A
sustained economic boycott drained her
economy. Daily raids took her young
and despoiled her produce.

These were facts well known to our
President—or should have been—and to
the rest of the world; yet not one single
move was made nor one step taken tohelp
Israel to maintain her national exist-
ence. True, the United Nations Security
Council passed a resolution in 1951 call-
ing on Egypt to stop the blocking of
Israeli ships in the Suez Canal. The
United States itself had voted for that
resolution. Egypt ignored it for 6 years.
There was no talk of sanctions against
Egypt. Indeed, the President himself,
only a few weeks ago, stated that he
did not even know there was such a
resolution. How brave and how resolute
We are now.

There was another thought that
occurred to me during the President’s
speech. In all kinds of international
crises, he has called for patience. For
vears now the United States has bheen
negotiating with Communist China for
prisoner release. We have been holding
fruitless conversation after conversation
with the Soviet Union. Only with little
Israel was the President's patience
rapidly evaporated. Even while the
talks were going on between the United
States and Israel, between Israel and
United Nations ofiicials, the President
took to the air in righteous indignation
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against the smallest of nations, inviting
the world to join with the United States
in bringing sanctions to bear upon the
one vital spark of democracy in the
Middle East. Was this not the very
quintessence of patience?

Certainly no sanctions were voted
against the Soviet Union for its Hun-
garian invasion, or against India for its
annexation of Kashmir. The President
did not take to the air to urge the im-
position of sanctions against these ag-
gressive acts. One needs to be careful
of stepping on the toes of a big boy.
One need not be quite so careful about
the toes of a little boy.

Israel has not said she will not with-
draw. She has not made a mockery of
United Nations resolutions as has the
Soviet Union and, in the latest instance,
India. She asks only firm guaranties
that those conditions which provoked
the attack will be removed. If the
United Nations resolutions are to have
any meaning at all, any substance, then
it is mandatory that it recognize the his-
tory which led to the present crisis,

Let us consider for a moment that
Israel withdraws unconditionally and
Egypt continues her raids, continues her
blocking of the Straits of Agqaba and the
Suez Canal to Israeli shipping. What
then? Isit, therefore, not more sensible
to recognize now that these conditions
have existed and, in the face of Arab
hostility, will exist in the future, and
take preventive action now instead of
inviting another disaster all over again?

We cannot advocate other procedures
dependent upon Egypt's consent, as we
seem to have been doing. We know, or
should know, that this consent of Egypt
will not be forthcoming. It took Israel’s
march into Egypt for the world to wake
up to the punishment Israel had taken
these many years from a hostile Arab
world. Had policy been firm before
this, the attack would never have been
necessary. We have not shown our
faith heretofore. Is it any wonder,
then, that our faith is questioned by
Israel? The moral indignation of the
President against Israel hardly becomes

us.

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, I want to
commend the gentleman from California
on his very penetrating and thoughtful
analysis of the terribly dangerous situa-
tion in the Middle East, and to commend
him, too, for the constructive solutions
that he has offered.

If law and justice are to mean any-
thing, there cannot be a double standard
under which small nations are penalized
while larger and more powerful nations
maintain their deflance with impunity.
Russia has ignored United Nations reso-
lutions on Hungary, India has refused to
abide by them in Kashmir, and Egypt
remains stubbornly defiant on the issue
of Israeli shipping through the Suez
Canal. Yet the United Nations has been
either unwilling or powerless to impose
any penalties against these nations.

To apply sanctions now against Israel
alone would be a mockery of the basic
principle of the United Nations that all
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nations are equal before it, and would
represent little more than using the U. N.
as an instrument of coercion by those
who are in fact far more eager to render
Israel helpless than to uphold valid prin-
ciples of universal justice.

I would like to ask the gentleman from
California this question. This House
has recently received from the adminis-
tration a request for very prompt action
on a resolution sent up by the adminis-
tration asking congressional backing for
certain action that the administration
feels it might be obliged to take in the
Middle East on some future date. Spe-
cifically, House Joint Resolution 117
asked for our concurrence in the admin-
istration’s being prepared to resist open
armed Communist aggression in the
Middle East. This House did act with
great promptness, and has given the ad-
ministration the assurance it sought
even though the area that was the sub-
ject of that resolution was an area tra-
ditionally within the confines of the
Executive. This House acted with such
promptness because the administration
had said on an important, indeed a vital
matter, of our foreign policy it wanted
national solidarity. Here we have a sit-
uation discussed by the gentleman from
California where the administration is
apparently proposing the use of sanc-
tions against Israel without at the same
time insisting on a settlement of some of
the other elements such as the Egyptian
raids and the closing of the Gulf of
Agaba, which brought about the Israeli
action in the first place. My question is
this: Does not the gentleman think that
a parity of reasoning would require the
administration to come up here and
sample the sense of Congress on what it
proposes to do in this vital Middle East-
ern problem, right here and now, in view
of the fact that the administration has
seen fit to come up and get congressional
assent to much vaguer and more general
action which it may in the future con-
template in the Middle East?

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I would say in an-
swer to the question of my distinguished
friend from Wisconsin that while it
would follow logically that what he has
suggested should be done, I think in view
of the absence of a bipartisan foreign
policy, the bipartisan opposition which
has already been demonstrated to the
proposal that consideration be given to
sanctions, has made it very clear to the
Secretary of State and to the adminis-
tration that they just would not get that
approval from Congress; so I am afraid
that we will not get the opportunity
actually to express our opinion much, of
course, as I would like to see it done.

Mr, REUSS. I thank the gentleman,

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
would the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
with others of my colleagues who have
spoken, I wish to commend the gentle-
man from California, Mr. ROOSEVELT,
and the gentleman from Illinois, Mr.
BovLE, for their action in getting unani-
mous consent for 2 full hours of debate
on the situation in the Middle East, espe-
cially as it revolves around the State of
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Israel. I have listened with rapt atten-
tion and an applauding heart to the
address of the distinguished gentleman
from California, Mr. RooseverT. It was
an address scholarly in its reasoning and
eloquently moving in its presentment.
I find myself in entire agreement with
the gentleman’s conclusions.

I think at this point it would be help-
ful to the men and women of the coun-
try who are not here but will be reading
in the ConGrESSIONAL RECORD an account
of what we now are doing to explain the
nafure of the present proceeding. There
is no bill or resolution now before us.
There is nothing upon which we shall be
called upon to vote. The gentleman
from California and the gentleman from
Illinois had obtained unanimous consent
each to address the House for 1 hour at
the conclusion of the legislative business
of the day. They invited other members
of the House to share with them the 2
hours that they had been granted.
Members are on the floor at this time so
to participate.

What is the reason for what we are

doing? The President not long ago
spoke to the American people on the sub-
ject of sanctions against Israel. We in
the Congress today are speaking for the
constituents in our respective districts
and our words will go out to the country
and to the world and be part of the per-
manent record of these times in the vol-
umes of the CoNGRESSIONAL REcorD. In
a broad sense we in this Chamber today,
are speaking in a court of American pub-
lic opinion.
- The cause of Israel is very close to the
hearts of the American people. The se-
curity of the State of Israel is entwined
with the security of our own country.
In that troubled area of the world the
Middle East Israel stands for everything
for which we have stood in the long role
of our history. International morality,
no less than fidelity to our own traditions,
command that, as Alderman Leon Des-
pres expressed it in a letter to me, we
should not quail before the strong in
order to flail the weak. In every Ameri-
can mind the thought of the United
States joining in a move to impose uni-
lateral sanctions on the little State of
Israel, our friend, is repulsive. Always
have we in our national existence fol-
lowed the moral law. That is the source
of our strength, and unless we continue
rigidly to follow the moral law in all our
relations with other nations and other
peoples we will not meet the large re-
sponsibility of world leadership that has
been given us by providence.

The State of Israel has a right to live
and a right to its opportunity to make
its contribution to the job of all nations,
the job of making this a better world for
all mankind.

It is unfortunate that at the present
time the Arab world does not understand
that from the State of Israel, its growth
and its prosperity, will come to the peo-
ples of the Arab nations only an abun-
dance of blessings. The State of Israel
and the people of Israel are bringing into
that troubled area an outpost of the in-
dustrial order that is responsible for the
scintillating success of what once was
called the American experiment. Our
cities grew great and rich as industrial
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centers, and from them came the buying
power that made possible the riech de-
velopment of the agricultural regions.
So will it be in the Middle East. The
State of Israel will establish in that area
a great industrial center and from this
center will come the buying power to
bring the agricultural development of
the Arab States to a plane far above that
of which they ever had dreamed. The
fact is, and it should be as plain as the
hand before one's face, that the State of
Israel and the Arab States are partners
in a great undertaking, a glorious ad-
venture that can only end in making a
region now troubled and peopled largely
by the children of poverty again a Gar-
den of Eden. All that is needed now is
understanding. It is our mission to aid
in the reaching of that understanding.

But we cannot lead the hearts and the
minds of people unless we are strong and
courageous in avoiding expediency and
in insisting upon the application in every
situation of the moral law to which we
give our faith.

When we were a young Nation, and
it would have been expedient for us to
buy for our sailors a temporary free-
dom from harassment the inspired
words were born: “Millions for defense;
not 1 cent for tribute.”

They inspired the Americans of that
period and they have inspired every
generation of Americans that has fol-
lowed. The course of our history very
well might have been different if in that
early stage we had sold the moral law
at the price of expediency.

I wonder, Mr. Speaker, if our pres-
ent approach does not amount to an
enthronement of expediency rather than
an uncompromising insistence upon the
application of the moral law even in
areas and with peoples temporarily
lacking understanding that it is all for
their ultimate good albeit at the mo-
ment unpopular.

I wonder, too, if we are not depart-
ing from the very spirit of that good
old American slogan, “Millions for de-
fense and not 1 cent for tribute.” Itcan
be said in all truth that what we are
offering the Arab States is tribute. If
it is money we give them for the de-
velopment of their own economies so
that all the peoples of those countries
can be elevated, that is all for the good.
Wherever we strike at poverty and need,
we strike at the causes of war. Wher-
ever we remove poverty and elevate the
standard of living among people we are
advancing not only the interest of those
people but the interest of our own peo-
ple. That I think too is self-evident.
He who casts bread upon the waters will
have it returned to him many fold.

But when we give money to one na-
tion and that nation insists upon kicking
around another and a smaller nation,
and nevertheless we go on handing it
money, that is tribute. That is violative
of the moral law. It mocks at every
American tradition. Pursuing such a
course we can only end without the re-
spect either of the nations that do not
like us or of the nations that for expe-
diency profess friendship.

When Secretary of State Dulles was
before the Committee on Foreign Affairs,
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then having under consideration House
Joint Resolution 117, I asked whether
there was danger that to obtain the co-
operation of the Arab States in the pro-
posed program, concessions would be
made to those States injurious to the
State of Israel. You will find the reply
that Secretary Dulles gave to my ques-
tion on page 145 of the printed hearings
of the Committee on Foreign Affairs on
House Joint Resolution 117, I quote the
Secretary’'s exact words:

I can assure you, sir, that we shall not in
any application of this policy or any of our
discussions with the Arab countries do any-
thing whatsoever that would detract from
the statements so0 often made by this ad-
ministration and others and by the Congress
that the preservation of the State of Israel
is a vital part of the United States foreign
policy. d

Coming from the Secretary of State, a
gentleman for many years of high stand-
ing in public life and for a time a Member
of the United States Senate, I accepted
those words in all good faith. I gave the
Secretary full credit for a direct answer,
without any mincing of words he gave
his pledge that this administration
would do nothing to endanger the pres-
ervation of the State of Israel. Yet to-
day, only a few weeks after he gave
that pledge to the House Committee on
Foreign Affairs, he is reported to be
favorable to imposing unilateral sanc-
tions on the State of Israel on the de=
mand of the Arab States that openly
declare that the State of Israel shall not
be allowed to exist. I hope and I pray
that the attitude of the Secretary of
State has not been correctly reported.

This country wants in every legitimate
way to help the peoples of the Arab
States. We wish the rulers of the Arab
States all to be our friends, and we wish
to work with them in the attainment
of goals of mutual interest. But we can=-
not buy their friendship at the price of
betraying a friend. Even if we did we
could not expect to gain their respect
or their trust since always they would
have in mind that if to curry favor we
abandoned one friend the time might
come when to curry favor in another
quarter we would abandon them.

When we were young we were not
afraid to tackle Great Britain when she
insisted on her self-proclaimed right to
seize American sailors from vessels on
the high sea and subject them to British
law. How, then, can we criticize the
government and the people of Israel for
being as redblooded under exactly sim=-
ilar circumstances as were we in our
national youth? The oceans of world
commerce belong to the ships of all na-
tions. That is moral law and that is
international law. We do violence to the
reputation of our own country as a world
leader if we retreat 1 inch from an in-
sistence upon the universal recognition
of that moral and that international law.

The reputation of nations, as well as
of men, is built on character. The man
who is not loyal to the members of his
own family cannot be trusted to be loyal
to the community composed of his own
and other families. So is it with na-
tions, which are made up of many fam-
ilies woven into one organized society
for a common purpose of advancement.
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What would be thought of us by the peo-
ples of the rest of the world, all as hu-
man as are we and measuring them-
selves and others by the same scale of
human valuations, if we abandoned
Israel, our friend, to the designs of her
enemies? What would be the low
esteem in which an individual family
would be held in the community of
which it was a part if it betrayed another
family in the same community in the
hope of currying favor with another and
remote community?

He who is not steadfast in loyalty to
his own cannot be trusted to remain
loyal to anyone. As it is with individuals
so is it with nations.

In our foreign policy we have retreated
tco far from principle in the excuse of
expediency. In the matter of passports,
in the matter of respecting the bigotry of
other nations instead of adhering to our
own religious tolerance in the stationing
of our own armed personnel in other
lands, we have sold the American heri-
tage for a mess of pottage.

To regain the respect of others we must
recapture our own self-respect. Re-
spectfully and earnestly, I suggest that
we as a Nation begin by proclaiming to
all the world that the foreign policy of
the United States is built upon the moral
law and the qualities of virtue, the great-
est of which is loyalty. We cannot aban-
don Israel to her enemies without aban-
doning our own self-respect. We can-
not continue to permit in any land that
calls itself our friend a differentiation
among American citizens according to
the faith in which they approach an un-
derstanding of the divinity. We cannot
longer permit any land that calls itself
our friend to say that some of the
American family can come and some of
the family, but of a minority religion,
cannot come. We must stand before the
world as a united family, and the nation
that will not accept one part of the fam-
ily on the same measure of character as
others of the same family cannot expect
to treat with us as a friend until it mends
its ways.

For peace and understanding, for the
advancement of friendship among na-
tions and peoples, we will give freely of
ourselves and of our means. But never
must we abandon principle or by accept-
ing the dictum of another mnation’s
bigotry to drive wedges info the unity of
American toleration and brotherhood.

Should we invoke sanctions against
Israel at this point we would confess
either to absolute ignorance of the events
which have led to the present Arab-
Israeli crisis, or to an abdication of prin-
ciples for which the United States has
stood.

Let us look at the record.

May 14, 1948 the State of Israel was
born. Immediately Egypt began eco-
nomiec war upon her with seizure of ships
of any nation carrying goods to or from
Israel. Egypt searched the ships of
Norway, Holland, Italy and the United
States and confiscated their cargoes, in-
cluding not only items on a contraband
list but also frozen meats and other
foods, even motorcycles.

July 11, 1951, Israe] presented her case
kefore the Security Council of the United
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Nations. The Security Council held that
Egyptian restrictions represented unjus-
tified interference with the rights of na-
tions to navigate the seas and to trade
freely with one another. The resolution
of the Security Council concluded by
calling upon Egypt “to terminate the re-
strictions on the passage of international
commercial shipping and goods through
the Suez Canal wherever bound.

In February 1954 a New Zealand res-
olution noted with grave concern Egypt's
lack of compliance with the 1951 Secu-
rity Couneil resolution and called upon
her to honor that resolution in accord-
ance with her obligations under the
Charter of the U. N. Eight of 11 Council
members supported the New Zealand
resolution, but it failed of adoption be-
cause of the veto of the U. 8. S. R.

Egypt continued her practice of search,
seizure, and confiscation in violation of
international law and the resolution of
the United Nations,

In an attempt to maintain economie
life Israel turned to the Gulf of Aqaba,
which has the status of an international
waterway and therefore should be open
to the commerce of all nations.

The Egyptian Government fortified
two islands at the mouth of the gulf.
In January 1950 the American Embassy
at Cairo sent a note of inquiry to the
Egyptian Government. The reply was:

This passage (through the Straits of
Tiran) will remain free as in the past in
conformity with international practice and
with the recognized principle of interna-
tional law.

However, as it affected Israel, promise
was one thing, practice another.

Using fortified islands to prey upon
international commerce constitutes
piracy. When the pirates of North
Africa demanded tribute as the price of
free access to international waters our
answer was: “Millions for defense, not
1 cent for tribute.” Have we so far
retreated from our moral plane when we
were young as a nation that we will vote
sanctions against a now young nation
which is struggling to maintain freedom
of navigation of international waters
even as did we against the Barbary
pirates and later against England in the
War of 1812? Mr. Speaker, the answer
of the American people as reflected in
my correspondence and that of my col-
leagues in the Congress is a thunderous
“NO."

Mr. CURTIS of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. CURTIS of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, one of the virtues of democracy
is that the right of free criticism can fre-
quently bring about modifications and
improvements in the direction of public
policy.

I believe that constructive ecriticism
by Members of the House and Senate is
having that effect on American policy in
the Middle Fast, and I am glad to note
that the administration is making
strenuous efforts to reach a reasonable
settlement in the difficult Middle East
situation. Such a settlement will bring
an end to the suggestion of a United
Nations resolution imposing sanctions
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against Israel. It is to be hoped that
present negotiations will be successful
and that the United States will, in any
event, oppose sanctions agairst Israel.

When reference is made to the provi-
sion of the United Nations Charter out-
lawing force as a means of securing na-
tional objectives, it should not be over-
looked that force was used to bar Israeli
shipping from the Suez Canal and the
Gulf of Agaba. In seeking a settle-
ment, a fair and impartial attitude must
be maintained, and the nations which
have resorted to force should be asked
to give ground simultaneously and with
fair equality. This must be the objec-
tive, rather than to expect Israel to with-
draw first, and then trust to the United
Nations o secure justice, a trust which
is not justified by past experience.

Secretary Dulles was frank in admit-
ting this at his news conference on Feb-
ruary 19 when he said:

Whereas * * * the decision of the Secu-
rity Council of 1951, that Israeli ships are
entitled to go through the canal, was allowed
to be disregarded at that time, I think that
for the future there will be a greater effort
to secure, through the concerted influence
:rtl t;he n:ttlionf sigr the ;vorld. a compliance

such decisions em
right and justice, * * .odying g ot

I think we are going through what may
prove to be a very significant stage in the
development of an international order. And
if the world can get through this present
stage by liquidating the armed attack, and
then feollowing that with a more vigilant ef-
fort by the United Nations and its members
to preserve and secure the satisfaction of
other rights under international law, I think
we will have made one of the greatest for-
ward steps in history in the development of
an international order.

It is on the question of the order in
which these events should take place
that the greatest difficulty has arisen. I
again submit views which I stated to the
House on February 20:

I believe that a way must be found to have
Israel and Egypt give ground simultaneously
and with fair equality until a basis is laid
for peaceful coexistence. If the United Na-
tions is to insist on commitments from Israel,
it should also insist that Egypt agree to end
the stated of armed truce and blockade,
and grant freedom of passage to Israeli ship-
ping in the Suez Canal and Gulf of Aqgaba.
There must be no return to the status quo
existing before the recent hostilities.

As the situation develops from day to
day and from hour to hour, it becomes
clear that our Government is working in
that direction. It is only fair to recoz-
nize the practical difficulties. Mr. Wal-
ter Lippmann has pointed to the paralyz-
ing effects of voting bloes in the United
Nations. The result is that while a reso-
lution critical of one side to the dispute
might find easy passage, one eritical of
the other side might face defeat.

It is to be hoped that future empha=-
sis will be not on eriticism, not on re-
crimination for past actions, but on a
settlement that will reach the funda-
mental issues, and will lead to the
strengthening of the rule of law among
nations.

Mr. MACDONALD. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr., ROOSEVELT. I yield.



1957

Mr. MACDONALD. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to commend the gentleman
from California for his able and fair
presentation of the faets in the mat-
ter of the current dispute in the Middle
East. I can only add that it adds honor
to the proud name which the gentleman
bears that as in the past he too is fight-
ing that justice may prevail not only
here but throughout the world.

I would like to ask the gentleman, in
his opinion would it not seem that this
would be an appropriate time, if the
President’s prestige is at a new alltime
peak as I read in Time magazine and
other periodicals, with the Afro-Asian
bloe that he use that prestige of his office
to get the Arab nations to sit down and
merely admit the fact that Israel is a
state; that it is a state that was estab-
lished by the United Nations and that it
is here to stay and that it is to the
interest of the Arab nations, as well as
to the peace of the world, that they rec-
ognize this fact so that they can work
together and bring peace and prosperity
to the Middle East.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Ithoroughly agree
with the gentleman. I think it would
be well to point out that the recent visit
from the King of Saudi Arabia would
have been an excellent chance to have
begun that work, when we had a few
cards on our side of the fence. I hope
that we shall have that kind of leader-
ship in the future.

Mr. MACDONALD. I again wish to
compliment the gentleman; and, M.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks at this point in the
RECORD. i

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. MACDONALD. Mr. Speaker, there
has been a good deal of talk recently
about the tiny country of Israel being
an aggressor, of her being unreasonable
in failing to heed the U. N. demands to
evacuate her troops from the positions
she presently occupys on what has heen
considered Egyptian territory in the
Gaza Strip and Sharm el Sheikh,

Certainly it is true that technically
speaking Israel has been guilty of ag-
gressive action against Egypt. And
though all parties still deny it, if she
did not work in concert with England
and France, the fortuitous timing of the
attack was the greatest coincidence of
our time,

However as that might be, I feel that
the United States Government would be
in grevious error to embark on a course
of action which would put pressure on
Israel to abandon her recent gains, with-
out guaranties from Egypt that there
would be no further “fedayeen’” raids
and that the blockade of the Gulf of
Adgaba would cease. I feel strongly that
this Congress would be compounding
the error if we did not protest any such
contemplated action. To understand
Israel’s unique position in October of
1956, is to forgive her so-called acts of
aggression, which in the opinion of
many, and in my own opinion, was not
so much an act of aggression as an act
of aggressive self-defense,
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Eight years after its war of independ-
ence the State of Israel still faces a secu-
rity problem of unusual complexity. The
area of the country is only 8,100 square
miles. Owing to the peculiar shape of
its territory there are more than 400
miles of frontier. Three-quarters of the
population of Israel lives in the coastal
plain, running from north of Haifa to
south of Tel Aviv, with a slender branch
heading to Jerusalem. 'This densely
settled area has an average width of no
more than 12 miles between the Medi-
terranean and the Jordanian border.
From the Israel Parliament buildings in
Jerusalem, the armed sentries of the
Jordanian Arab Legion can be seen a
few hundred yards away. The head-
quarters of the Israel General Staff are
within clear view from the hills which
mark the Jordan frontier. The coun-
try’s main roads and railways are ex-
posed to swift and easy attack. Scarcely
anywhere in Israel can a man live, or
work, beyond the very easy range of
enemy fire. Indeed, except in the Negev,
no settlement is at a distance of more
than 20 miles from an Arab frontier.

Obviously then, the term “frontier se-
curity” has little meaning in the context
of Israel’s geography. The entire coun-
try is a frontier, and the whole rhythm
of national life is affected by any hostile
activity from the territory of neighbor-
ing states. On the other hand, the Arab
States, especially Egypt, are in no such
position. Border tensions affect only a
narrow fringe of their territories, beyond
which stretch deep hinterlands entirely
remote from the hazards and strains of
frontier life. An American citizen who
can cross our vast continent without see-
ing a hostile face, requires a highly un-
usual measure of imagination to under-
stand the degree of vulnerability which
geography imposes upon the people of
Israel.

The effects of geographical vulnerabil-
ity are aggravated by fierce antagonism,
directed against Israel across her em-
battled frontiers. There is no other
state in the world whose very right to
existence is so persistently challenged by
all its contiguous neighbors. This is not
the classic pattern of international con-
fliet, in which neighboring peoples recog-
nize each other’'s statehood but are di-
vided by specific disputes which they
have failed to reconcile. The struggle
between the Arab States and Israel has
been constant yet has passed through
four phases: First, before 1948, there was
a determination by the Arab States to
prevent the establishment of an inde-
pendent Israel; second, in 1948, there
was an unsuccessful attempt to destroy
Israel’s independence at its birth by
armed assault; third, in the period 1948-
54, there has been an attitude of invet-
erate revenge based on nonrecognition
and the undying hope of Israel’s extinc-
tion; fourth, Egypt, as leader of the Arab
world, has embarked on a special arms-
seeking poliey in which it invited arms
from Communist sources. The elemen-
tary duty of members of the United Na-
tions to recognize each other's right to
sovereignty and integrity has never been
found in the relations of the Arab world
with Israel,
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In order to really understand Israel’s
need for guaranties against further ag-
gression, it is necessary to take into con-
sideration the expressed intentions of
the leaders of Israel’s foes against the
Israelis. The secretary general of the
Arab League said:

This war (in 1948) against Israel will be a
war of extermination and a momentous
massacre which will be spoken of like the
Mongolian massacre,

Indeed, these are not just warlike
words as is shown by the fact that the
Arab attack, especially in its first guer-
rilla stage, did not lack instances of dis-
regard of the rules of war, for not one
single Jew survives in any part of Pales=
tine that came to be occupied by the in-
vading Arab armies. The Jewish quar-
ter in the old city of Jerusalem, with its
ancient synagogues and monuments, was
completely destroyed; even the Jewish
cemetery of the Mount of Olives was
desecrated and laid waste.

The then President of Egypt, Naguib,
said on April 18, 1953;

The existence of Israel is a cancer in the
body of the Arab Nation.

Following this unthinking train of
thought, the man who succeeded Naguib,
the former colonel and current Presi-
dent, Nasser, said on May 8, 1954:

Israel is an artificlal State which must
disappear.

Another Arab leader,
Salah-ad-Din said recently:

The Arabs will not be satisfled with the
implementation of United Nations resolu-
tions. We shall only have complete satis-
faction when Israel is finally blotted out
from the map of the Middle East. The Arabs
will find no rest until this cancer has been
removed from their heart.

Mohammed

In another sphere—an economic
sphere—hostility has long been shown
the State of Israel by the Arab world.
From the very inception of the State of
Israel, an economic boycott has been en-
forced against it by the Arab States, the
most significant aspect of which was the
closing of the Suez Canal to all Israel
shipping, and the interference with the
passage of ships of other nations carry-
ing cargoes to Israel. This action of the
Egyptian Government was a violation of
the Constantinople Convention of 1888
under which the power contiguous to the
Suez Canal is bound to keep the canal—
in the words of this convention:

Always * * * free and open in time of war
as in times of peace, to every vessel of com=
merce or war without distinction of flag.

A widely ramified boycott machinery
was set up with headquarters in Cairo
to prevent trade between the Arab States
and Israel—indeed, between Israel and
other countries. International firms
trading with Israel were blacklisted, air-
lines and shipping companies are denied
servicing in Arab airports and harbors
if they insist on maintaining contact
with Israel. A conspicuous example of
this policy was the campaign of intimi-
dation conducted by the Arab States
against the German Federal Republic
which had signed a reparations agree-
ment with Israel. Danger to interna-
tional air traffic has been caused by the
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refusal of Arab airports to provide flight
information to aircraft proceeding to or
from Israel. The boycott of the Arab
States against Israel extends even to the
denial of information on the movement
of infectious disease or locusts.

Is it, therefore, unreasonable that
Israel, in her isolation—the only demo-
cratic country in the world so isolated—
should seek guaranties against further
aggression?

The situation in the Middle East has
deteriorated where it now constitutes one
of our weakest security links. Our lack
of firmness, our obvious indecisiveness
for a long period of time has now brought
us to a position where we now face Soviet:
penetration of the Middle East.

Now we have a new method of obtain-
ing peace in the Middle East. It has
been suggested that we apply pressures,
within the framework of the United Na-
tions to force Israel to withdraw troops
from the Gaza Strip and the Gulf of
Agaba. These are the same troops who
have provided her with her only form
of protection against the fedayeen raids
of her neighbors in earrying out the spirit
of the Arab world which resisted the no-
tion that Israel is a sovereign state.

Who are the people who are pressing
for sanctions against the independent
State of Israel? It would seem clear that
the most vociferous cries raised against
Israel are being emitted by those who
have ignored the will of the United Na-
tions when it suited their own interests to
do so.

Were sanctions applied against India
when it used naked force in Kashmir?
Were sanctions instituted against Rus-
sia when her heavy tanks slaughtered
thousands upon thousands of liberty-
loving Hungarians in the most sordid
mass homicide in recent history? The
answer is of course so obvious that one
can only believe that the answer lies in
the words of Cartoonist Herblock:
“The way of a little transgressor is hard.”

There have been no reasons advanced
as to why Israel should give up what
she’s won without any guaranties that
Egypt will not inevitably attack in the
future. However, there are abundant
reasons for her to believe that a mere
U. N. condemnation will not deter the
Arab world from carrying out its
avowed intention to destroy Israel.

In 1951 the Security Council of the
United Nations found that Egyptian in-
terference with the passage of goods des-
tined for Israel through the Suez Canal
was inconsistent with the purpose of the
armistice agreement between Israel and
the Arab States and called on Egypt to
terminate all such restrictions.

As a matter of fact the U. N. Security
Council passed a resolution ecalling on
Egypt to stop the practice of blocking
Israeli ships in the Suez Canal. The
Egyptian Government has successfully
defied this resolution for 6 years even
though the United States voted for and
strongly backed this reasonable resolu-
tion. No so-called pressures or sanctions
were imposed on Egypt at that time.
Could it be that we have developed two
views of international justice—one to be
applied to strong nations and one to be
applied to weak nations?
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Certainly we all hope that the Gov-
ernment of the United States has not
reached the point of view that might
makes right. In urging President Eisen-
hower and our State Department to re-
consider its newspaper-announced views,
I can only point to the President’s own
words, spoken at the time of the invasion
of Egypt in November, and ask him to
carry them through. He then said:
“We cannot subscribe to one law for the
weak and another for the strong.”

For again, in President Eisenhower’s
own words, it is my very strong opinion
that if we do, “there will be no peace”
in the Middle East.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I yield to the gen-
tlewoman from Massachusetts.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I
would like to commend the gentleman
from California for taking up this very
important matter at this time. As the
gentleman knows, I have always op-
posed sanctions against Israel. I am
very glad the gentleman is talking in
opposition to sanctions against the little
State of Israel. Might does not make
right, and in this case Israel is right.

On previous occasions, both on the
floor of the House and in various com-
munications, I have expressed my total
and unqualified opposition to the em-
ployment of sanctions against Israel. I
am still strongly opposed to any such
measures being adopted by the United
States. I am opposed to the employ-
ment of sanctions for the following
reasons.

First, I do not accept the premises
upon which arguments in favor of the
employment of sanctions are based. One
of these arguments, and the most im-
portant one, is that Israei is guilty of ag-
gression in her recent military action
against Egypt. Not for one moment do
I believe that such an argument can be
legally or morally justified and sub-
stantiated.

The second reason why I am opposed
to sanctions against Israel is that sanc-
tions constitutes a method of force
which, generally speaking, should be in-
stituted by the so-called injured nation.
There is a question in this case just
which nation is the injured one. The
us of force in the settlement of inter-
national disputes by the sovereign na-
tions is confrary to the long-established
policy of the Government of the United
States and certainly the use of force, re-
gardless of the way in which it is used,
is not the kind of an atmosphere or tne
type of foundation upon which per-
manent peace can be constructed.

The third reason why I am unalter-
ably opposed to the use of sanctions is
that the employment of sanctions never
has been and never will be of any im-
portance or effect when used against a
large, powerful country. For example,
any attempt, either by the United Na-
tions or the United States, separately, or
as a part of the United Nations, to em-
ploy sanctions against Russia for its in-
vasion of Hungary would not only be
totally ineffective but would be ludicrous
and a complete failure. Against a small,
weak nation, however, namely Israel, the

February 26

employment of sanetions by the United
States in conjunction with the United
Nations would be effective, causing the
result of great suffering on the part of
the people of Israel.

I do not believe permanent peace can
come to the Middle East, or a solution
to the existing problems in the Middle
East can be achieved by any rule of
force which might be effective against a
small nation and ineffective against a
large nation. From the viewpoint of re-
spect for the Government of the United
States throughout the world and from
the viewpoint of our desire for interna-
tional peace of a permanent nature, sanc-
tions, if employed, would result in seri-
ous damage to botn our respect and our
permanent peace. You cannot have one
rule which applies to the strong nations
and another rule which applies to the
weak nations.

In this crisis it appears to me some
faulty thinking has been taking place
without a fundamental and exacting
analysis of all of the factors involved.
Israel has been branded an aggressor.
Now this word “aggressor” is another one
of these legal terms many persons asso-
ciated with international diplomacy and
affairs toss around rather recklessly. In
some cases it has a certain meaning. In
other cases it has a different meaning,
In still other situations, other interpre-
tations are given within its concept. In
this controversy between Israel and
Egypt there has not been any thorough
application of thought so far as this term
“aggression” is concerned. Just because
a nation happens to strike the first blow
in a military action does not make a na-
tion an aggressor. A sovereign nation
has the duty to protect and defend its
life. The government of a sovereign
nation has the duty to take whatever
steps are necessary to protect its nation
from being destroyed.

If it is the stated intention of a na-
tion to destroy its neighbor, and certainly
that was the assertion and intention of
Egypt against Israel, and if the nation
determined to destroy the other one
takes positive steps to do so, then cer-
tainly the nation that is threatened has
the right to act in its own self-defense.
In the present crisis, Israel was the
threatened nation and Israel had a duty
to take whatever steps were necessary to
defend ifself against the prevailing
threat.

There has been econsiderable loose talk
on the part of statesmen, both in and out
of the United Nations, regarding the
question of international morality in this
current erisis. So-called statesmen have
concluded that it is an act of national
immorality to fire the first shot. Such a
conclusion is against commonsense, pa-
triotism, the right to defend oneself, and
the right to prevent being destroyed.
The issue involved is not whether or not
firing the first shot constitutes a moral
or an immoral act. The issue involved
is whether or not a sovereign nation has
the duty and the right to protect itself
from destruction.

In this eurrent crisis between Israel
and Egypt, certainly Israel had every
right to take the action which it did take.
If any nation on the face of this earth,
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or any group of nations, threatened the
United States of America with destruc-
tion, I hope the United States would not
wait for the fatal blow to be made. I
hope my country would move and move
quickly to prevent that fatal blow from
ever being struck. In this way my coun-
try not only would save itself but it
would save injury and destruction to
millions of American people. In the
same way and in the same concept, the
little nation of Israel was faced with the
job of preventing that fatal blow from
being struck by the military forces of
Nasser's Egypt. In view of this fact,
Israel is not an aggressor and it is wrong
for the United States of America to even
consider such a premise.

For the purpose of protecting its sov-
ereignty, in fact, for the purpose of its
survival, Israel has asked the United Na-
tions as well as the United States for
certain guaranties that the aggressive
atrocities and the violations of its sover-
eignty on the part of Egypt be prevented
in the future. The guaranties Israel has
requested are not unreasonable. They
are, in faet, worthy of honor. Just be-
cause Israel is a small, comparatively de-
fenseless nation is no reason why it
should be subjected to wrongs by any
other nation. The guaranties Israel has
requested should be given. Any reason-
able solution of the problem of guaran-
ties certainly will be considered by the
State of Israel. Only one important
matter has to be made certain. It is
this. Any guaranties that are given to
Israel must be dependable, they must be
enforced.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Ithoroughly agree
with the gentlewoman from Massachu-
setts. I would like to point out too that
when these topics were discussed there
was no publicity. We have a serious role
insofar as the United Nations is con-
cerned, and we should exercise it to se-
cure the peace.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusefts. I
agree with the gentleman from Cali-
fornia.

Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I yield to my col-
league from Massachusetts.

Mr. LANE, Like so many of your col-
leagues here on the floor of the House I
too wish to commend the gentleman
from California for bringing this to the
attention of the House today. I wish
also to commend the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. BoYLE],

This debate is long overdue. Since I
had an opportunity of making a state-
ment here on the floor in reference to the
same subject matter earlier today I do
not desire to encroach upon the gentle-
man’s valuable time now except to say
that the gentleman is to be compli-
mented and congratulated for his very
sincere, thoughtful, and worthwhile
statement here this afternoon, and I
too wish to join with the other Members
of Congress in vigorous opposition to the
imposition of any sanctions against
Israel. This is a subject matter that
should be of vital interest to every eciti-
zen of the whole United States at this
crucial time.
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I congratulate the learned gentleman
on his excellent statement and his timely
action in bringing this matter to the
attention not only of the people of our
country but also of all nations of the
world.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I am very grateful
to the gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the distin-
guished gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
DINGELL].

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to congratulate my colleague on a
very fine exposition of a very difficult
subject. I think what he has done to-
day is not only a credit to himself but to
his State and to the Congress. I would
like also to join my colleague in his state-
ments. I think he and I feel exactly
alike on this subject.

I find, Mr. Speaker, that the American
people pride themselves on a traditional
sense of fair play. What we are wit-
nessing is not oniy typical but I might
say even commendable to the American
people. Today we are witnessing this
sense of fair play being flouted by Mr.
Nasser and the Arabs, and I am afraid
disregarded by our own Secretary of
State. The subject of the administra-
tion’s Near East foreign policy I discussed
in my remarks in the Recorp on last
Thursday. I was very critical of the
President and of the statement which
he made on this subject. I said at that
time that I would join with my colleagues
today in discussing what I thought might
be an intelligent approach to this overall
problem, and I think it has been set forth
very well by my good friend and col-
league—the gentleman from California.

I would like to join my colleague in
saying that the United States should and
must seize the initiative in the United
Nations. The United States has been
projected by history into a place of lead-
ership in the world, and up until very
recently used that position not merely
for the good of the United States but also
for the good of the people of the world
and for world peace. Lately we have
reached the point where we see that
prestize and leadership endangered by
an Arab dictatorship under Nasser press-
ing this matter of sanctions and trying
to set forth what will be American for-
eign policy. Imagine that. The prin-
cipal aggressor in the area determines
what will be the policy of the U. N. and
of the world. At this very hour the ques-
tion of sanctions against Israel is being
discussed, if you will, by the very people
who are responsible for the trouble in
that area. These sanctions will be ap-
plied not by the Arabs, because they have
continuously applied sanctions and kept
up a state of war by blockade and border
warfare against Israel since the 1948
armistice. This has all been in direct
defiance of the terms of the armistice
and the will of the United Nations.

I think the will of the people of these
United States should be recognized.
Their will is that no sanctions be applied
to the small and weak like Israel while
the big aggressors like Russia and India
stand with bloody hands arguing such
sanctions.

The real solution to the trouble in the
Mid-East can only come by approaching
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this problem realizing that there are a
multitude of conflicts to be considered.
The first is that international aspects of
right and justice demand that there
be free access to the Suez and to the Gulf
of Agaba by all the nations of the world.
This Mr. Nasser has flouted, is flouting,
and will continue to do so until stopped.
Even now he is stalling the clearing
of the Suez Canal.

We can approach the problems of
the area together, including the inter-
nationalization of the Gaza Strip, which
is a long trouble area. We can offer a
new guaranty to all the nations of that
area that their borders will be protected
by an adequate United Nations police
force so that no one needs to fear strife
and border raids. Incidentally, there
have been 15 or 20 border raids into
Israel during the last 2 weeks, while
Nasser has heen talking about Israeli ag-
gression. We can use the $200 million aid
in the Middle East resolution on which
we voted recently not to make richer
the already wealthy Arab dictators, but
to really solve the basic economic prob-
lems of the area. Some of this money
can be used to help develop the Jordan
River Valley and the Nile River Valley
for the benefit of all the states in the
area. It can help resettle refugees.
Now is not the time to develop Mr, Nas-
ser’'s Nile, when he is again buying Com-
munist arms, as he is doing for the third,
fourth, or fifth time in recent history.

I submit that this is the intelligent
program. This will serve not only the
interests of the United States, but, very
frankly, the interests of the world. It
will do something to solve the problems
of that area, not to continue them un-
abated as they have been by merely
destroying the status quo, as apparently
it is the intention of the administration.

I would like to commend the gentle-
man and my other friends on the floor
who have thrown some light on a subject
which is very important and very near
and dear fo the hearts of all of us.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

M. ROOSEVELT. T yield fo the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. PELLY. I thank the gentleman
from California.

I think, Mr. Speaker, that it is a very
wholesome thing that certain Members,
and particularly the gentleman from
California [Mr. Rooseverrl, have ar-
ranged an opportunity for a discussion
by representatives of the people of the
United States in what might be called a
national forum on the Israeli-Arab prob-
lem, and in particular, of course, the
proposed sanctions against Israel. If
partisan viewpoints influence the ob-
jectivity of our discussion, it could be
unfortunate. Certainly we 1recognize
that President Eisenhower is following
his conscience. As for me I have never
changed my position, namely that I have
actively urged our representative in the
United Nations, Mr. Lodge, to do every=-
thing in his power to see that Israel is
given full guaranties as far as with=-
drawing from the Strait of Agaba and
likewise, of course, the Gaza Strip.
United Nations troops should immedi-
ately be stationed at Sharm-el-Sheik fo
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keep the Gulf of Agaba open to Israel
before any evacuation of Israeli forces.

I have constantly pointed out the in-
consistency of invoking sanctions
against one small nation when the
United Nations failed to act in similar
cases. Unfortunately I am at this mo-
ment supposed to be at a committee
meeting and therefore it is impossible
for me to elaborate in any detail. But I
do think the Arab-Israeli problem is
closer to the hearts of the American
people at the present time than any
other problem. I believe that the ma-
jority of the Members of this House
sense this. In particular I believe that
the American people are against active
sanctions, and favor a sort of compro-
mise operation whereby Israel is given
full protection as she withdraws.

At this very moment further talks be-
tween Abba Eban, the Ambassador of
Israel, and Mr. Dulles are probably in
progress. I hope what is said here will
help and not hurt an agreement. Let
us hope a satisfactory arrangement is
concluded.

Let me repeat there is a great dan-
ger, it seems to me, in injecting partisan
politics into this issue. I felt so grati-
fied that our former colleague, the gen-
tleman from South Carolina, Mr. Rich-
ards, was selected by the President as a
sort of roving ambassador to help work
out the Middle East problem. The
United States under the leadership of
our President I am sure when history is
written will always be proud that it stood
up for a policy of peaceful settlements
of all national disputes. Now I feel that
our second step is to continue our proper
course and to insist that a just peace he
consummated. We cannot compromise
on that. We are morally bound to up-
hold the integrity of Israel, and the
Arabs have been unwilling to sit down
and discuss peace. Once peace is
achieved the entire area can start trad-
ing and developing its resources and
thus build a higher standard of living
for its people. Meanwhile in struggling
with this problem let us never overlook
that Israel is much like America was
when our Founding Fathers were debat-
ing the problems of that day. Solutions
for the establishment of a just peace in
the same way is what Israel is seeking
today.

I thank the gentleman for yielding
briefly to me so I could rather inade-
quately express my views, which never-
theless are heartfelt.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I thank the gen-
tleman for his very able contribution.

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. ROOSEVELT. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. SISK. I thank the gentleman for
yielding. Certainly I, too, wish to com-
mend him for taking this time today and
for entering into what I believe to be one
of the most important discussions we in
this country can indulge in at the present
time. I am concerned about peace in
the Middle East also. I think all of us,
as Members of Congress, and I think all
of the people in America, are concerned
with resolving the difficulties with which
we are faced. It is my firm conviction
that the people of this country are much

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

concerned about any attempt to use
pressure or to bring sanctions against
the nation of Israel. Certainly, Israel in
that area of the world represents in a
large measure, I believe, the position that
we held some 150 years ago in this area
of the world.

I would like at this moment, because I
think it is important, to discuss this mat-
ter of sanctions. As I understand, at
this very moment, the resolution pro-
posed by the Arabian countries is before
the United Nations for discussion as to
whether or not sanctions will be voted
against Israel. I would like to ask my
colleague from California just what in
his opinion he feels would be the impres-
sion upon the many small countries in
the world of friendship toward the
United States if we go along and vote
with the bloc for sanctions against Is-
rael. I think that it is important for
many reasons, because certainly if we
become a party to bringing pressure to
bear upon Israel, pressure that could
bring Israel to her knees and actually
destroy her as a nation, what, in the gen-
tleman’s opinion, would be the effect on
our standing with many of the other
nations of the world? Would the gen-
tleman comment on that, because I know
he has given a great deal of study to this
subject. I think that he has had an
opportunity to visit some of these areas.
I certainly am not an expert on foreign
affairs, although I will say right here that
as I look around and see some of the
things that are occurring I wonder if we
have any experts on foreign affairs. I
would like to have the gentleman's com-
ment on what he feels might happen so
far as our friendship with other coun-
tries in the world is concerned if we did
Jjoin in sanctions.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I will say to the
gentleman that I think we would be
helping in setting a very dangerous
precedent. As you know, it would estab-
lish once and for all, I think, that we
were willing to impose sanctions where
we felt that they could not be resisted
because of the weakness of the indi-
vidual nation against whom the sanc-
tions were to be placed. And, it would
give encouragement, in my humble
opinion, to more aggressive action by the
Soviet bloc and it would encourage our
Communist opponents to make certain
that wherever they wanted they could
exercise pressure, and they would feel
they had moral justification, which we
would in some way have provided to
them for the kind of action which we
had under consideration. And, I think
in the long run, it would mean that the
small nations which are growing up in
Asia and starting now to grow up in
Africa would have a sense of insecurity
unless they could join a powerful bloc
and that their only hope would be in the
protection of a power, one side or the
other of an argument, and they would
tend to lose not only their respect for us,
because they could not help but feel we
had sacrificed friendship for expediency,
but it would tend to divide the world
into two great power blocs, which is
exactly what we have been trying to get
away from through the work of the
United Nations.

February 26

Mr. SISK. I want to say that I agree
completely with the gentleman. He, as
I understand his statement, agrees with
me that by taking that action we are
going along and, in fact, sanctioning a
double standard for nations; is that
correct?

Mr. ROOSEVELT.
correct.

Mr. SISK. And in the sanctioning of
a double standard for nations, then actu-
ally is it not a fact that the many small
countries of the world who are attempt-
ing to get along and to maintain their
independence and to copy American
democracy would receive a very grave
blow from the standpoint of their morale
if they felt that we, after all, as the leader
of the free world, turned our back upon
the great precept that we have used
down through the years of our history?
These are some of the things that I think
are so important. And although I have
the kindest feeling for our Ambassador to
the United Nations, Henry Cabot Lodge,
for our Secretary of State, and for the
President, and appreciation of the task
they have in the determination of these
very grave problems, because they are
faced with tremendous burdens, yet I
would hope that they might be able to
see their way clear to pursue a course
which would not place us in that position.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, I
want simply to thank the gentleman
from California [Mr. Sisk] and say that
I think what he has made clear is that
we should not be a part of building a
greater system of satellite nations. We
should be standing behind a system of
free, independent nations.

Mr. SISK. Exactly.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, I
am happy to yield to my friend from
Illinois, Mr. YATES.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I should
like to commend the gentleman from
California [Mr. RooseveLT] for the very
excellent statement that he has made,
and for the very comprehensive analysis
that he has given to the House on the
extremely complicated situation in the
Middle East.

I voted against the President’s Mid-
East resolution when it was before the
House a few weeks ago, not without some
trepidation, because one does not easily
vote against our President when he asks
for approval of a certain policy he in-
tends to espouse in the field of foreign
affairs. It is his primary responsibility
to formulate our relationships through-
out the world and ordinarily, in the ab-
sence of the most cogent reasons, one
does not reject his recommendations.

Nevertheless, because I had so many
qualms about the direction which Ameri-
can foreign policy has taken in recent
years, because of the profound lack of
information furnished thé Congress by
Mr. Dulles, because of the total failure
of the doctrine to attempt to come to
grips with any of the vital problems
which are fomenting strife in the Middle
East, because of many reasons, I decided
to vote against the resolution. Subse-
quent events in the Middle East, and the
debate on the resolution in the other
body, have sustained my conviction that
my vote was the correct one.

That is absolutely
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This morning’s newspaper showed a
picture of King Saud seated with other
members of the Arab bloc. The caption
under the picture said that King Saud
was explaining the so-called Eisenhower
doctrine to other members of the Arab
bloe. If this be true, King Saud is in a
much more fortunate position than
Members of Congress because none of
them have been told how the Eisenhower
doctrine is supposed to operate. Per-
haps the $100 million which has been
promised to King Saud, according to the
report which appeared in the papers last
week, had something to do with his ap-
proval of the doctrine. It seems to me,
however, that the speech made by the
junior Senator from Montana in the
other body last week expressed the im-
pression which most Members of Con-
gress have of the doctrine, namely, that
it is an empty declaration devoid of
policy.

The President’s Middle East resolu-
tion was brought to the Congress in an
atmosphere in which a sense of urgency
was sought to be imparted. It had to be
passed quickly and unanimously—as
unanimously as possible, if it was to
have the desired effect, which was to show
to the world that the President and Con-
gress were united behind the Eisenhower
doctrine. The President wanted Con-
gress to stand with him. He showed a
respect for the opinions and action of
Congress in urging its Members to enact,
as promptly as possible, the resolution
embodying his Mid-East doctrine.

Is it not exceedingly strange there-
fore, that we now find the profound re-
luctance on the part of the President to
accept congressional opinion in opposi-
tion to the imposition of sanctions upon
Israel? The majority and minority lead-
ers of both Houses of Congress have made
known to the President their opposition
to such sanctions. Two of the Members
of Congress who are now a part of our
delegation to the United Nations have
publicly declared that they will resign
from the delegation if sanctions are
voted by the United States against Israel.
Opposition to such sanctions has been
expressed by many Members of both
Houses. There are only a few, fewer, I
would say, than voted in opposition to
the Eisenhower resolution, who would
vote to sustain the President’s viewpoint
in demanding sanctions against Israel.
And yet the President insists on pursuing
his course stubbornly. And so I ask the
gentleman from California, would he not
believe that the President, in the same
spirit which induced him to request con-
gressional approval for his Mid-East
resolution, would accept the congres-
sional viewpoint in opposition to placing
sanctions upon Israel?

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I would agree
with the gentleman. Of course, I rec-
ognize that in matters of foreign policy
it is the responsibility of the executive
branch and the President and the Secre-
tary of State in particular to lead and

to formulate and to carry into action

our foreign policy; but it would seem
to me only logical that if he feels that
he needs to be advised on certain parts
of his foreign policy it would be only
proper to come and make sure that he
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has our agreement on the rest of the
foreign policy. That very argument is
one of the reasons I am delighted that
so many from both sides of the aisle have
taken the opportunity to inform the
Executive of our feeling today, and I
hope that others will in the future, in
order that he can be sure that he does
not have agreement with regard to the
present seeming policy toward the Mid-
dle East.

Mr. YATES. I thank the gentleman.
I want again to express my approval of
the statements he has made and to join
with him in the hope that the executive
branch will not see fit to impose sanc-
tions on the one bastion of democracy
in the Middle East.

Much has been said about the double
standard and the ineongruous position
in which the President’s insistence upon
sanctions against Israel would place our
country; namely, that of having one
standard for powerful nations such as
Communist Russia, and another for tiny,
weak nations such as Israel. Appar-
ently, the President is willing to apply
the same double standard in his relations
with Congress. On one hand he asks
congressional approval of his statement
of policy for the Middle East. On the
other hand, he is unwilling to accept
congressional disapproval of his stand-
ard toward placing sanctions against
Israel. Such a piecemeal approach to
the highly complex Middle East situa-
tion rather than promulgating a total
constructive program, must inevitably
result in failure.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. HorL-
1AND). The gentleman from California
has consumed 1 hour.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from California be permitied to proceed
for 5 additional minutes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I desire
to commend the gentleman upon his
statement. I think the American people
are opposed to double standards of inter-
national morality. In my opinion the
people of this country do not want to see
the United Nations impose sanctions
upon Israel. In my judgment, if the
United States voted for sanctions in the
United Nations, it would seriously divide
our people on an issue on which they
should be united.

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that I may extend
my remarks in the REcorp immediately
following the remarks of the genfleman
from California [Mr. RooseveELT],

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. VANIE. Mr. Speaker, I want to
take this opportunity to commend the
gentleman from California [Mr. Roose-
veLTl, in his criticism of our Govern=
ment's position in pressing upon the
United Nations the exercise of sanctions
against the Israeli nation. The ostensi-
ble purpose of these sanctions is to com=-
pel Israel to relinquish the Gaza Strip
and the Straits of Tiran without any
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assurance that it will be able to engage
in free and unrestrained commerce
through the Gulf of Aqaba.

The imposition of sanctions presup-
poses that Israeli occupation constitutes
an act of aggression against Egypt and
also presupposes that the prohibition by
Egypt of Israeli use of the Suez and the
Gulf of Agaba does not. The restraint
upon Israeli commerce in the use of in-
ternational waterways is as much an act
of aggression as actual invasion. For
practical purposes the Egyptian disre-
gard of the rights of a sister nation to
engage in free and unrestrained interna-
tional commerce is as harmful to the
nation of Israel as the use of gunfire.

The Israeli Government has made
clear that its holding of these disputed
areas is only for the preservation of
its rights to peaceful commerce. It has
been made abundantly clear that the oc-
cupation is not designed for permanent
acquisition or for self-aggrandizement.
The willingness of the Israelis to evacu-
ate for United Nations occupation is a
clear and positive refutation of its own
claim to territorial occupation.

In a sense the Israeli Government has
indicated its willingness fo interplead
or leave to the determination of the
United Nations the occupation of the
disputed areas until the steps toward
permanent settlement can be estab-
lished. The Egyptian-Israeli contro-
versy cannot be settled in any other
way.

To compel one of the disputants to the
controversy to relinquish its tactical ad-
vantage without review and careful anal-
ysis of the causes of the dispute results
in arbitrary action. To this point in the
Middle East conflict the Egyptian Gov-
ernment has given every assurance that
it will not change its position or attitude
toward its nationalization of the Suez or
to its power to determine who shall have
the right to use the Suez for commercial
purposes. Nor has it conceded the right
of the Israelis to use the Gulf of Agaba
and its seaports thereon in an unre-
strained manner.

In the face of a prohibition on the use
of the Suez and the prospect of armed
resistance to its use of the Gulf of Agaba,
the tiny nation of Israel, with all its
great enterprise and promise, is assured
of a dismal future indeed. Without
freedom to develop its own enterprise
through the use of international com-
merce, the Israeli nation faces the pros-
pect of early atrophy.

The struggle of the Israeli nation to
take its place among the nations of the
world has been rewarded with phenom-
enal success. As a maftter of fact, the
success and the development of this na-
tion has posed a most serious threat to
the retarded development of adjoining
nations. In this area, competition has
been wholesome and to the good. If is
indeed regrettable that national envy
has forced Egypt to deny to Israel the
right to continue its very fruitful
development.

It is indeed deplorable that American
diplomatic policy has forced the United
Nations to this position in its anxiety to
court favor with a recalcitrant Egypt—a
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nation which has made clear in no un-
certain terms its intentions to continue
in a course of conduct which precipitated
a dangerous international conflict. The
imposition of sanctions by the United
Nations upon Egypt is not a course to-
ward peace. On the contrary, it is a
course toward war. It is an offering to
an ambitious dictator whose position and
continuance in office depends on the
forcefulness of his demands upon free
world governments. His appetite for
concessions for himself and sanctions
against his enemies is insatiable.

The Secretary of State seems to have
an uncanny ability of separating this
Nation from its friends in this shrinking
world.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, will the
~ gentleman yield?

Mr. ROOSEVELT. T yield.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, I would not
want the occasion to pass without tak-
ing this opportunity of congratulating
the gentleman from California [Mr.
RooseverT] for the very fine and forth-
right statement he has made on this
very serious prooblem. I will not delay
the deliberations other than to make
some brief comments.

First, I would like to say to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. RoOSEVELT]
that I am sure the majority of Ameri-
cans join with him in expressing the
sentiment that the United States is tak-
ing the wrong attitude when we talk
about imposing sanctions against Israel.
The clouds over Israel are dark and
heavy. I believe conditions will be worse
instead of better if sanctions are im-
posed on that country. So I say to the
gentleman that I hope his forthright ad-
vice made in this House today is heeded,
and I hope that those people who are
guiding the affairs of the United States
in the United Nations will give some se-
rious thought to the proposals made to-
day. I reiterate that I predict that con-
ditions will become much worse instead
of better if sanctions are imposed.

I want to congratulate the gentle-
man. He has made a wonderful state-
ment today, as he always does when he
takes the floor. I thank him for his
statement and agree with everything
he has had to say on this very impor-
tant subject. I am sorry that more
Members were not present to hear his
enlightening and eloquent statement.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I thank the gen-
tleman.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from California
LMr. RooseverLT] has expired.

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, in the
past week the Israeli-Egyptian conflict
has reached a new stage of crisis. The
United Nations called for the withdrawal
of Israeli forces from the Gaza Strip and
Sharm el Sheikh, the strategically im-
portant area along the Gulf of Agaba.
This Israel refused to do until it had
ironeclad guaranties that both areas
would not be used by Egypt to stage fu-
ture attacks. Pending in the United
Nations General Assembly is a resolution
calling for sanctions against Israel.

At first our Government had not en-
tirely clarified its position on the issue
of sanctions. It apparently took the po-
sition that some pressure ought to be
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exerted by the United Nations upon
Israel. On February 26, however, the
press reported that the Government was
prepared to submit a resolution to the
General Assembly which would call for
the United Nations control of the Gaza
and Aqaba areas but would omit any
mention of sanctions.

In many respects the initial position
taken by our Government was somewhat
precipitate. No doubt it had reasons
for this action; but the issue at stake
goes far beyond the question of Israeli-
American relations: It vitally concerns
our relations with the entire Middle
East.

In this complex of international poli-
tics our guide should be to seek justice
and accomplish the objectives of our pol-
icy interests. The question is, Can jus-
tice and our enlightened self-interest be
achieved by imposing sanctions on
Israel? I think not. I welcome, there-
fore, the change of mood in our Govern-
ment on this question. More than any
other nation, Israel depends upon the
United States for its economic suste-
nance. Were we to cut off all economic
ties with Israel, that small democratic
nation would be perceptibly weakened
and clearly placed in an indefensible po-
sition. Certainly a course of action
which would bring about such results
would not be just. Nor would our best
interests be served. Egypt is not without
guilt in this present crisis. Indeed, it was
the uncompromising hatred that Egypt
so often voiced for Israel and the con-
tinued Egyptian threats to eradicate
Israel from the face of the globe that was
the root cause of the crisis. And while
America would not wish to reward Israel
for her action, certainly it would not
want to whet the Arab appetite for con-
quest by a move which would inevitably
invite an attack on an economically
weakened Israel,

The solution to this highly complex
problem is difficult. The world has had
this seemingly insoluble problem for over
a decade, and the prospects are still not
bright for reaching a reasonable agree-
ment. However, sanctions against Israel
are not the answer. A just solution would
seem to require concrete guaranties to
Israel that once withdrawal from the
disputed areas was effected, Egypt would
not use them to stage attacks on Israeli
territory and shipping.

In addition, every effort should be
made to persuade Egypt to permit the
final clearing of the Suez Canal and to
accept a form of control of the canal
that would be consistent with both Egyp-
tian national interests and the interests
of the other nations of the world which
look upon the canal as a vital waterway.
Once success has been achieved in these
matters all energies should then be di-
rected toward building a broader Arab-
Israeli understanding.

_America has entered the Middle East-
ern political arena in full force. Let our
force, both physical and moral, continue
to be applied to serve the ends of justice,
as well as our own enlightened national
interest, constructively at all times.
Sanctions, gentlemen, are neither con-
structive nor do they serve our interests.

February 26

Mr. ADDONIZIO. Mr. Speaker, let
me .congratulate the Representative
from California for the eloquence and
clarity with which he has spoken this
afternoon. He has presented forcefully
the facts in this complex situation and
he has made constructive and feasible
recommendations. I fully concur with
his position on this crucial issue.

I expressed to the House on February
11 my strong opposition to both political
and economic sanctions against Israel.
Sanctions cannot be justified on any
grounds. The problem is one of self-
preservation and survival for Israel, and
we have no right to place demands on
her alone. A constituent aptly ex-
pressed it in the following: “A beagle
with a stuffed nose cannot flush guail.”

Yesterday the prayer in the House was
offered by Rabbi Alan M. Sokobin, Tem-
ple Beth El, Laurelton, Long Island, who
is the son of my esteemed friend, Mr. Max
Sokobin. I was impressed with Rabbi
Sokobin's words:

May this House, in its deliberations, never
sacrifice human rights to political ex-
pediency.

May principles, not expediency, guide
our Government and the U. N. in this
difficult hour and may the double stand-
ard of morality be repudiated. - It is my
earnest prayer that our Government will
exert leadership in reaching a just set-
tlement that will rightfully preserve the
freedom and integrity of Israel.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that my colleague,
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Hovrranpl, who is now in the chair as
Speaker pro tempore, be permitted to ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. Speaker, I feel
highly honored that Speaker RAYBURN
asked me to preside during the debate on
Israel today. The presentation of the
gentleman from California [Mr. Roosg-
veLTl, and the presentation of the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. BoYLE], were
very instructive. I feel sure that many
of my colleagues who entered into the
debate were instrumental in bringing
into the open the true story of what may
go down into history as Israel's be-
trayal.

Not many years ago, a man by the
name of Hitler was made a power in the
world by appeasement. I am sure that
all of you remember Neville Chamber-
lain, the man with the umbrella, and his
appeasement policy. Mr. Chamberlain
granted Hitler many concessions despite
the fact that many voices were raised
here in America pointing out the ap-
peasement of Hitler could only result in
war. There were others who claimed
that concessions made by Chamberlain
meant there would be no war in our life-
time. I personally feel that this one act
of Neville Chamberlain’s was the pri-
mary cause of World War II with the
resulting death and suffering to many
millions of people.

Today we are being challenged by an-
other dictator, Nasser of Egypt, who is
fast becoming a hero in the eyes of the
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Arab world because he'is getting conces-
sion after concession with the apparent
backing of our State Department.

Have we in America forgotten that at
one time our country was also a small
nation attempting to establish a true de-
mocracy just like Israel is trying to do
today? Here is an outpost in the most
troubled part of the world where a little
nation has established a government of
freedom and whose progress in the short
time of its existence might be called
miraculous.

Here is a country which has brought
modern know-how to a backward area
and which has practically cultivated the
desert sands and made them give the ne-
cessities of life. Here is a country in
which hospitals have been built to ad-
minister to the Arabs—where they have
been cured of disease which would have
taken many Arab lives. Here is a nation
where millions of Americans of both Jew-
ish and Christian faiths have donated
money to build an outpost of real civi=
lization.

I could go on and on enumerating the
contributions Israel has made to that
part of the world. She has demonstrated
that free people can build a nation of
freedom and of progress. It could be
that dictators of backward countries are
afraid their subjects will somehow dis=
cover what it means to have the freedom
which Israel offers.

I believe this debate has brought very
clearly to the American people the sad
realization that the policy of our State
Department is not the policy of a friend
or a brother. Neither is it that of a kin-
dred spirit, but more on the order of a
brutal bully, willing to sacrifice this small
nation to gain the good will of Dictator
Nasser.

I realize that oil plays an important
part in some of the decisions which have
been made, but I hope we are not going
to revert to a policy that considers money
or profits before the welfare of free peo-
ple. Surely the United States is not go-
ing to tell other small nations of the
world they are too little or too unimpor-
tant to consider. How are we going to
appeal to oppressed people if we appease
the oppressors? Has the principle of big
business so permeated the thinking of
this administration that they only want
to play with the strong at the expense of
the weak?

Mr. Speaker, I hope and pray that this
is not the case. I hope that the President
of the United States who is morally re-
sponsible for our foreign policy will not
become known as the Neville Chamber=
lain of his day by appeasing Dictator
Nasser at the expense of our friend, little
Israel. The people of Israel have suffered
much at the hands of the Arabs. Hun-
dreds have been killed while tilling the
soil. Rifles must be kept handy at all
times.

Israel today is engaged in the same sort
of struggle waged by the Founding Fa-
thers of America in their fight for sur-
vival against the Indians. The fate of
Israel and its right to exist among the
free nations of the world lies largely
in the hands of the President of the
United States. I hope he shall rise to
the occasion.
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Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. AsHLEY ] may extend his
remarks at this point in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Speaker, it seems
to me that the core of this problem for
our country lies not in the Middle East
but here in the United States. We can
make a real contribution only if we face
the problem here—and this is a responsi-
bility and a challenge which the adminis-
tration and Congress must face up to.

Just a little over a year ago—on Febru-
ary 7, 1956—many of us who are here
today participated in a lengthy debate on
this same matter. Irecall saying on that
occasion that “we must face the fact that
the realities of the situation in the Near
East are not what they were a year ago.
Soviet influence is now firmly established
in Egypt and in other areas of the Middle
East.” Many Members of this body
joined in pointing out not only the clear-
cut danger of Soviet influence in this
area but also the dangers surrounding
the rising tensions between Israel and the
Arab States.

In the 12 months which have elapsed
since that time, Mr. Speaker, the admin-
jstration has faced up to only one of these
critically dangerous problems. There is
no question but that the recently an-
nounced Eisenhower doctrine recognizes
the disastrous consequences which will
follow the further establishment of So-
viet influence in the Middle East. Tragi-
cally late though it may be, I believe that
this doctrine will offer some hope of halt-
ing the covert Soviet aggression which
has as its aim the paralysis of the econo-
mies of our best allies.

But surely we are all aware that the
Eisenhower doctrine offers no United
States leadership for the solution of the
hostility between Israel and the neigh=-
boring Arab States. Our efforts appear
to be directed to perpetuating the
shadowy policy of “impartial friendship”
which long since has lost us the respect
of Arabs and Israelis alike.

Actually, of course, there is nothing
impartial about our policy in the Middle
East. We are all too ready to relegate
the fate of Israel to the United Nations,
and at the same time to use every means
possible to pressure this isolated outpost
of democracy into the totally indefensi-
ble position in which it has found itself
for nearly 5 years.

‘We are quick to brand Israel's military
action into the Sinai Peninsula as ag-
gression, but we steadfastly refuse to
consider the Egyptian acts which in-
spired this move as anything akin to
aggression.

President Eisenhower is very impres-
sive when he states that under no cir-
cumstances can Israel, as an aggressor,
lay down conditions for her withdrawal
from the Gaza Strip and the Gulf of
Agaba, but the fact of the matter is that
for months prior to this pronouncement,
the United States has done everything
possible to negotiate with Israel the con=-
ditions of her withdrawal.

Clearly, Mr. Speaker, we recognize the
indefensibility of requiring Israel to re-
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sume the position of extreme vulner-
ability which could only result from re-
turning to the status quo of last year and
the years leading up to last year. Sure-
ly we must recognize, if we are to be
honest, that the United Nations has
failed to provide Israel with that mini-
mum degree of security which the in-
tegrity of any democratic mnation
demands.

It is for this reason, Mr. Speaker, that
I concur with the sentiments expressed
by my colleagues and that I exhort this
administration to devote its great poten-
tial leadership, both within the United
States and outside, to the immediate
problem of protecting the basic rights
and guaranteeing the security of Israel
and the other Middle Eastern nations.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Hornranp). The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. BoyLE] for
60 minutes, under a special order hereto-
fore entered.

Mr. BOYLE. Mr. Speaker, I want to
congratulate the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. RooseveLt] for his fine pres-
entation. I want to adopt by reference
and incorporate in my speech those ob-
servations he has made.

For some 3 hours I have noted that
the great chairman of the Committee on
Government Operations, the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. Dawsonl, has been
sitting in the Chamber. I know there
are few greater liberals in the world
than that great chairman of the Com-
mittee on Government Operations. I
know that he has many and varied de-
mands on his time. Out of deference
to his tight schedule I am very happy,
if Mr. Dawson desires at this time, to
yield such time to him as he may need
to talk about this highly critical subject.

Mr., DAWSON of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, I want to thank the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. BoyLEl for his cour-
tesy. I am not prepared at this time to
carry on. I came to listen to my col-
leagues [Mr. RoosEVELT and Mr, BoyLE]
and others who spoke on this subject
matter. I am in agreement with all that
I have heard.

Mr. BOYLE. Mr. Speaker, from what
you have already heard on the floor to-
day and what you have read in the news-
papers and seen over the television and
heard over the radio for some months,
it is not hard for you to grant that the
situation in the Middle East poses one of
the most challenging problems that has
come across the international scene in
generations.

Today the fate of Israel, yes, prob-
ably the fate of the United Nations, the
fate maybe even of democratic processes
in the world scheme, are at stake; and
since the attention of the world has been
so riveted on this problem maybe we
ought to go back in retrospect just a
little bit to better understand some of
the physical facts that gave rise to this
situation.

The giant oil companies with their bil-
lions of dollars at stake have indulged
in a program of advertising, public re-
latigns, and brainwashing to the extent
that it is almost a proved and estab-
lished premise in this occult syllogism
that Israel is an unjust aggressor in this
whole picture and should be dealt with
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summarily. Having accepted that prem-
ise, of course, you never go into or ap-
proach the more necessary question of
“unclean hands”; you never resolve the
question of self-defense. Through the
centuries of civilization the history of
every nation has recorded the fact that
self-defense was one of the most noble
and one of the most moral occupations
and assignments of free people. If you
will recall the current history, the short
history of Israel, you find through 9 long
years she has been challenged repeatedly
for her very existence, and the challenge
has been no isolated or ill-thought-out
boast; no, it has been repeated and re-
iterated so often that you can scarcely
blame any nation for taking upon itself
the titanic effort of defending itself
against the aggression of her avowed
and mortal enemy. That probably is the
fact that provoked Abba Eban, Israel’s
Ambassador to the United States, and
head of the delegation to the United Na-
tions, to observe and point out to the
United Nations General Assembly on
November 1, 1956, the historical back-
ground. I quote his statement:

Stretching back far behind the events of
this week lies the unique and somber story
of a small people subjected throughout all
the years of its national existence to a furi-
ous, implacable, comprehensive campaign of
hatred and siege for which there is no paral-
lel or precedent in the modern history of
nations. Not for one single moment
throughout the entire period of its modern
national existence has Israel enjoyed that
minimal physical security which the United
Nations Charter confers on all member
states and which all other member states
have been able to command,

Israel is a beleaguered state. Its 8,000
square miles of territory—about the size
of the Commonwealth of Massachu-
setts—are wedged between the Mediter-
ranean Sea and hostile Arab nations.
From the time of the United Nations
General Assembly’s resolution calling for
the partition of Palestine—November 29,
1947—Arab guerilla bands and then
armies from the adjacent Arab States
carried on full-scale war against the
Zionists, determined to destroy the new
state. For nearly a year the new Re-
public of Israel fought for its very ex-
istence against overwhelming odds,
fought and put to rout the Arab armies
with the exception of Jordan’s Arab Le-
gion in the Jerusalem area. Under aus-
pices of the United Nations, armistices
were concluded between Israel and the
neighboring Arab States. The first of
these was signed on February 24, 1949,
almost exactly 8 years ago, between Is-
rael and Egypt. Subsequent arrange-
ments were made between Israel and
Syria, Lebanon and Jordan.

These armistice agreements were to be
the first step foward the conclusion of
genuine peace treaties between Israel and
the Arab States. In reality, they only
exchanged one form of warfare for an-
other: full-scale military action for bor-
der raids, guerrilla attacks, economic
boycotts and blockades, all of these un-
derscored by the unremitting hostility of
the Arab States toward Israel and their
often-repeated avowal to exterminate
the Jewish nation. The President of
Syria has referred to Israel as a “cancer”
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which must be eradicated. Other Arab
leaders have spoken of “one Arab na-
tion,” vowing to mobilize all Arab
strength to destroy Israel.

Such has been the situation for nearly
9 years. The continuing violation of
Israel’'s borders by Arab raiders from
Syria, Jordan and Egypt has meant con-
stant vigilance to meet the assaults that
have taken such a heavy toll of Israeli
life and property. It has meant the
diversion of a large measure of Israel’s
very limited resources to maintain the
military strength with which to defend
her frontiers. It has meant that new
towns and settlements in a land where
no point is more than 25 miles from a
hostile border must serve as frontier
fortresses—must be built in such a way
as to provide the most advantageous de-
fense positions rather than to provide for
the best utilization of land and other
natural resources.

But the constant pillaging and harass-
ment of Israel’s frontiers has been only
one aspect of the concerted Arab effort
to destroy Israel. Since 1948 the Arab
States have maintained a consistent eco-
nomic boycott of Israel. Cut off from
natural sources of vital materials and
from natural markets for her industrial
products, Israel has been compelled to
subsist with enormous foreign trade
deficits. In 1955, for example, Israel’s
imports were valued at $326 million and
exports at only $86 million.

In 1948 the Government of Egypt in-
augurated a program of visit, search, and
seizure of vessels known to be or sus-
pected of being involved in the trans-
portation of goods to or from Israel.
Both ships and cargoes were confiscated
in some instances and punitive measures
taken against the shipping of various
countries desiring to enter into normal
commercial relations with Israel, The
flags of at least 15 nations, possessing un-
conditional right of free navigation of
the Suez Canal, have been abused by un-
justifiable interception—and that by a
state which professes to abide by the Suez
Canal Convention of 1888. The basis of
that Convention is the assurance that
“The Suez Maritime Canal shall always
be free and open, in time of war as in
time of peace, to every vessel of com-
merce or of war, without distinetion of
flag.” Ships attempting passage through
the canal, with Israeli goods among their
cargoes, nevertheless have been confis-
cated and sold, sailors have been impris-
oned, and penalties have been imposed
on shipping lines known to have touched
at Israel’s Mediterranean ports. All of
this represents an effort to destroy by
economic warfare a small nation that
could not be crushed by Arab military
force.

These restrictions on peaceful inter-
national commercial shipping have been
applied since 1950 to the Gulf of Agaba—
the approach to the Negev and the new
Israeli port of Elath at the head of the
gulf—from the Red Sea. On the tip of
the Sinai Peninsula and on two tiny, pre-
viously uninhabited islands—Tiran and
Sinafar—straddling the entrance to the
Gulf of Agaba, Egyptian fortifications—
with the collusion of Saudi Arabia—
were placed with guns trained across the
narrow straits to prevent any ships—of
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whatever flag—from reaching the Israeli
port of Elath. Although the Egyptian
authorities assured the United States
that the gun emplacements were not in-
tended to restrict shipping in the gulf,
only a handful of ships succeeded in
loading or discharging cargoes at the
Israeli port prior to November 1956.

These repeated, flagrant violations of
international rights of free commerce
and navigation for all nations were pro-
tested by Israel before the United Na-
tions Security Council. On September
1, 1951 the Security Council called upon
Egypt “to terminate the restriction on
passage of international commerecial
shipping and goods through the Suez
Canal wherever bound, and to cease all
interference with such shipping beyond
that essential to the safety of shipping in
the canal itself and to the observance of
the international conventions in force.”

That resolution has been completely
disregarded by Egypt. Before the Se-
curity Council, Egypt insisted that the
armistice agreement signed with Israel
did not put an end to a state of war with
Israel and would not prevent Egypt from
exercising “certain rights of war.”

The same attitude of belligerency was
repeated in 1954 when Israel again pro-
tested to the Security Council that
Egypt’s continued restrictions on ship-
ping were violations of the armistice
agreement and of the Security Council’s
own resolution. In this instance the
resolution calling upon Egypt to permit
Israel-bound ships to pass through the
Suez Canal and referring the issue of
shipping in the Gulf of Agaba to the Is-
raeli-Egyptian armistice commission was
vetoed by the Soviet Union. Thus, in
the more than 5 years since the original
United Nations resolution was adopted
calling for an end fo Egypt's interfer-
ence with free navigation, neither the
United Nations nor the major powers,
singly or in concert, have found means
of securing Egypt's compliance with
that resclution., Israel, the target of
Eeypt's intransigence, has been com-
pelled to distort its trade paterns and ex-
pend vast sums needed for other pur-
poses on rerouting its shipping.

This is well illustrated by the situation
with respeet to oil, as well. Lacking
other adequate sources of fuel and
power, and believing that its hope of
achieving economic viability lies in the
development of small industries, Israel
is dependent to a considerable extent on
petroleum products. Its own oil produc-
tion, while promising, supplies only a
small fraction of the country’s needs.
Situated geographically near to the vast
oil fields of Iraq, Kuwait and Saudi
Arabia, and possessing a large, modern
refinery at Haifa, Israel would have easy
access, under normal conditions, to am-
ple supplies of oil. Yet the oil produced
so abundantly from the Middle East
fields has been denied to Israel. Nof only
did Irag cut the pipeline originally sup-
plying the Haifa refinery from the Mosul
area, but neither Saudi Arabia, Euwait
or Bahrein will permit oil concessionaires
to divert any production to Israel.
Egypt, of course, prohibits the transport
of Iranian oil through the Suez Canal to
Israel; Lebanon and Syria take pains to
prevent any oil reaching their Mediter-
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ranean ports by pipeline from being
shipped to Israel. The latter thus has
had no option but to import oil at great
expense from the Venezuelan fields—a
distance of some 5,000 miles.

Israel’s struggle for survival against
such overwhelming economic odds has
been complicated by moral necessities
which have added to the burdens of the
new state even as they have enhanced
its stature as a symbol of democracy in
an area dark with despotism and abso-
lutism.

Those who founded this little republic
did so with a strong sense of dedication
to a cause—that of providing a haven
for displaced and persecuted Jews—not
only those who survived Nazi pogroms in
Central Europe, but also those whose
lives and liberties were endangered in
other sectors of the world. The first
Israeli Knesset—parliament—in Janu-
ary 1949 promulgated a Law of Return.
This was a pledge that Israel would re-
main a refuge and home for all Jews who
might be under pressure to emigrate
from any corner of the earth. This was
a formal expression of the prime mean-
ing of Israel: to be a haven where perse-
cuted Jews from every land can live in
dignity and freedom.

The implementing of this ideal in a
small land with few natural resources
has created a series of extremely difficult
problems, Internal situations in many
countries often has borne heavily on
Jewish elements whcre these have been
distinguishable from the bulk of the
population. In some instances, entire
segments of the population were dislodg-
ed, finding only in Israel a place of refuge.
Thus, at the close of World War II nearly
all the Jews of Bulgaria emigrated. The
same was true of the greater part of the
Jewish community in Yugoslavia and tens
of thousands in Czechoslovakia and
Poland. Others came from all over the
Moslem world from Morocco to Kurdis-
tan—Jews whose forebears had been es-
tablished in those countries for a thou-
sand years. The Jewish communities of
Iraq—125,000—and Yemen—46,000—de-
parted for Israel almost en masse.

This influx threatened to swamp the
new state. While adding to the nation’s
manpower in the army and in the factor-
ies, many of the immigrants were desti-
tute, many of them were aged and infirm.
In the first 4 years 700,000 immigrants
more than doubled the original Jewish
population in Israel of 650,000. There
are few precedents in history for a popu-~
lation movement of this magnitude.
Even though the flight from Palestine of
large numbers of Arabs had created some
space for Jewish refugees, the immigrant
flood created almost insuperable emer-
gencies. In the critical shortage of ade-
quate housing, the newcomers lived in
caves, in overcrowded slums and in im-
migrant tent camps—adding not only to
the economic burdens of the young na-
tion, but to its health and educational
problems as well. The continuing
problems posed by this merging of diverse
groups, even of a common religious faith,
have affected every aspect of private life
and public planning in Israel. They
have called for many kinds of sacrifice on
the part of the whole population. But
they have been met with fortitude, with
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courage, with the determination that
Israel shall fulfill its destiny as a haven
for the oppressed and maintain its right-
ful, historic place in the community of
nations.

This resolution has not faltered even
as the forces opposed to Israel’s peace-
ful purpose have been gathering strength
and extending their influence. We are
all familiar with the course the dictator-
ship of Egypt has followed in recent
years—stirring up hostile emotions in
the whole of the Arab world, accepting
Soviet bloc armaments which could be
intended for one purpose, and one pur=
pose only, defying the United Nations,
refusing to consider any peace setfle-
ment with Israel.

In a speech on the floor of this House
February 8, 1956, I joined in urging that
formal treaties be negotiated within the
framework of the United Nations guar-
anteeing the present borders of Israel
and that Israel be permitted to buy the
$50 million of arms requested from the
United States—a request that has been
denied repeatedly. In pointing out the
dangerously explosive situation in the
Middle East and the prospect of immi-
nent hostilities against Israel I cited four
factors as contributing to this tension:

First. Progressively increasing Arab
hostility.

Second. Unconditional Soviet support
of the Arab position and Soviet penetra-
tion of the Middle East, threatening Is-
rael’s national existence and its demo-
cratic principles of life.

Third. A massive infusion of deathly
armaments into Arab countries from
both the Communist bloc and the West.

Fourth. The lack of a security alliance
with any other nation, causing Israel to
feel she stands alone in her peril.

The ensuing course of events only con-
firmed the correctness of these state-
ments. The pattern of Arab attacks on
Israel increased in scope and intensity.
Colonel Nasser, the dictator of Egypt,
publicly declared his decision to or-
ganize a corps of fedayeen—com-
mandos—to fight in Israel under Egyp-
tian direction. Egypt, Syria, and Saudi
Arabia solidified their plans for a joint
military establishment. The flow of
arms from Communist sources con-
tinued, leading to the Egyptian boast
that “We, and not Israel, shall fix the
place and time for the battle.”

This, then, is the background to the
events of October and November 1956.
In the firm belief that a state is entitled
to the inherent right of self-defense, the
Government of Israel took action to
eliminate the source of the constant
threat to the lives and property of its
citizens and, indeed, to its independent
existence. On October 29 Israeli forces
advanced into the Sinai Peninsula to
eliminate the bases from which fedayeen
units had conducted systematic attacks
on Israel. On November 2 Israeli forces
occupied Gaza and most of the Sinai
Peninsula. Within a period of a few
days this move had accomplished its aim.
It had also uncovered evidence that ex-
tensive accumulations of Egyptian arms
and supplies had been made with a view
to a major invasion of Israel. With the
destruction of frontier fortified posts and
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the seizure of Egyptian arms depots,
Israeli forces evacuated the peninsula,
in keeping with the resolutions of the
United Nations, with two exceptions. On
the Mediterranean front, Israeli forces
remained in control of the Gaza Strip,
traditionally a part of Palestine, but oc-
cupied by Egypt since 1948 and used as
a base for forays against Israel, and Is-
rael also retained a hold on the Sharm
el Sheikh sector at the mouth of the
Gulf of Agaba, commanding the Strait
of Tiran, as insurance that shipping
would not again be denied access to the
Israeli port of Elath. Israel expressed a
willingness to evacuate these positions
upon guaranties, first, that Egyptian
forces would not be permitted to reoc-
cupy the Gaza Strip so as to resume at-
tacks on Israel; and, second, that an
acceptable guaranty be given that Egypt
would not again close the Gulf of Agaba
to shipping in Israel's interest. Lacking
these assurances, the Israeli Government
felt obliged, in the interest of national
security, to refuse to accede to the direc-
tions of the United Nations or appeals
from the United States Government.

The attitude of our own Government
in this matter is significant. - Very laud-
ably it has been deeply concerned with
preserving the peace. Acting in accord-
ance with this view, it had resolutely op=-
posed the military action of Great Brit-
ain and France in Egypt, while con-
ceding that the provoecation, in Egypt's
violation of the Suez Canal Co.'s charter,
was very great. Having been, to a large
extent, instrumental in securing the
withdrawal of British and French forces
from Egypt in accordance with United
Nations directives, this Government con-
sidered the complete withdrawal of Israel
from the positions it had occupied to be
essential to any attempt to arrive at a
solution of Arab-Israel problems. This
attitude was reinforced by the measure
of approval gained for the United States
in the Arab countries and elsewhere in
Asia and Africa in consequence of the
firm position taken with reference to the
action in Egypt by its two principal allies.

The refusal of Israel to withdraw in
the absence of guaranties from the two
strategic positions on which its future
welfare—even survival—to such a large
extent depended thus posed a dilemma
for the United States. On February 20
President Eisenhower stated that—

We are now * * * faced with a fateful
moment as the result of the failure of Israel
to withdraw its forces behind the armistice
lines, as contemplated by the United Nations
resolutions. * * * It insists on firm guaran=-
ties as a conditlon to withdrawing its forces
of invasion. This raises a basic question of
principle. Should a nation which attacks
and occupies foreign territory in the face of
United Nations disapproval be allowed to im-
pose conditions on its withdrawal?

His conclusion was that Israel’s failure
to act in accordance with U. N. direction
would do injury to the United Nations,
and jeopardize the prospects of peaceful
solution of the problems of the Middle
East. In short, while admitting that
Egypt has in the past violated the armi-
stice agreement and international law,
the President implied that Israel should
be compelled, by the imposition of sanc-
tions, to withdraw from its remaining
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footholds and trust to the United Nations
for the security of its vital interests.

How can we justify such a position?
How, for example, can we support a vote
of sanctions on Israel—sanction which
might well accomplish in a few short
months the ruin that the Arab States
have been unable to achieve in 9 years—
when no penalties are imposed on Egypt
for its flagrant and far-reaching trans-
gressions? Not only was no action ever
directed at Egypt because of noncompli-
ance with United Nations directives re-
garding the free use of the Suez Canal,
but at this very moment Egypt is refus-
ing to permit final clearing of the canal
under U. N. auspices and at U. N. ex-
pense, thus depriving the world of the
use of that waterway in direct violation
of the 1888 convention. Yet no steps are
being taken or apparently are being con-
templated to end that intolerable situa-
tion. Leaving out of consideration for
the moment the absence of any move to
put weight back of the United Nations
resolution of November 4, 1956, calling
on the Soviet Union to withdraw its
forces from Hungary or that of January
24, 1957, charging India with transgres-
sing previous U. N. directives in taking
over Kashmir, it is elear that the appli-
cation of sanctions against Israel alone
would amount to a grave injustice.

This view, I may say, is not uniquely
my own. It is borne out in authoritative
comment from every part of the country.
Conceding the technical act of aggres-
sion in Israel’s armed entry into the Sinai
Peninsula, how can that nation be sin-
gled out for condign punishment when
its very survival as a nation may well
depend on the answer to its demand that
it be given assurances that its withdrawal
from the outposts now held will not re-
sult in renewed jeopardy in time to come?
How can the policy of advocating that
Israel withdraw from its remaining po-
sitions and trust to the United Nations
for the security of its vital interests alter
the factors which have contributed so
much, and are contributing so much, to
the situation in the Middle East—the in-
creasing Arab hostility, Soviet support of
the Arab position and Soviet penetra-
tion of the Middle East, the armaments
still arriving in Arab States from the
Soviet bloc, and Israel’s vulnerable posi-
tion, without alliances, without guaran-
ties, in a hostile world?

I submit that, if the United States pro-
poses to play a major part in the Middle
East area, as in other parts of the world,
its voice will be heard and its influence
will be felt only as its actions are con-
sistent, its policy based on justice and
objectivity. Prejudicial action naturally
will be applauded by the beneficiary or
beneficiaries of the moment, but only an
abiding concern for the relative justice
of conflicting claims, which means con-
sistency in foreign policy, and the cour-
age to adhere to such policy in the face
of short-term influences and interests
will make for a lasting peace. You are
not going to win the battle of today or the
battle of tomorrow or the battle of the
future just with sanctions; no, because
you are going, by that very oppression to
lay the seeds for bigger and more pro-
found hates. We are not going to win
the negative way. What we need is not
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sanctions. We need settlement. And the
first and best way to solve the problem
is to look at the matter factually and
fairly and try to do complete justice be-
tween all of the parties. It is not for a
nation or a group of nations having any
semblance of respectability or any no-
tion of ethics or morality to pick on the
little alleged offenders and leave where
it finds them those who are too big or
powerful to handle.

It is my hope that this problem will
be settled fairly and completely. I am
convinced the Gulf of Agaba problem can
be solved by, (1) an Assembly resolu-
tion upholding and reiterating what is
already in the record—the guarantee of
freedom of navigation in the Gulf of
Agaba as well as the Suez Canal; and
(2) a firm guarantee that the United
Nations Emergency Force be stationed
in the area, not as mere “tenants at suf-
ferance” who are there at the conven-
ience, whim, wish, or will of some sheikh
or Arab ruler, but with every necessary
armament and piece of equipment to
completely enforce the armistice. We
might as well lock at the problem hon-
estly and forthrightly now, If we are
ever going to establish the framework for
a lasting peace the United Nations force
cannot exist there merely at the will of
the present dictator of Egypt or of any
dictator anywhere.

The problem of the Gaza Strip poses
still another real question and in trying
to solve it, you have to see the total prob-
lem. The question revolves around two
alternatives: whether Egypt or the
United Nations will take over that terri-
tory. Ii the United Nations does not
take over the Gaza Strip, you are not
going to have any peace. So whether or
not the United Nations has the exclusive
or the primary control of the Gaza Strip
is not too important, but the United Na-
tions must have at least primary, if not
the exclusive jurisdiction and the where-
withal to maintain the peace and order of
that area, because every nation in the
world and every person in the world has
a stake in the problem that is fomenting
and festering in the Middle East.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BOYLE. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. MULTER. Mr, Speaker, I think
the gentleman has just touched upon a
very important point that should be
brought out in connection with this very
critical matter. The Gaza Strip, by the
original U. N. resolution of 1947 was
ceded to what was to become, but never
did become a new Arab State. This
Gaza Strip was not given to the State
of Israel. It was not given to Egypt. It
never belonged to Egypt. But when the
Arabs attacked Israel in that war of
aggression of 1948, Egypt by force of
arms captured the Gaza Strip. When
the armistice was entered into between
Egypt and Israel and the other Arab
States in 1949, the Gaza Strip was not
given to Egypt, nor was it given to Israel.
That agreement, the armistice agree-
ment of 1949, stated that temporary—
and I stress the word “temporary”—
jurisdiction over the Gaza Strip should
be vested by the United Nations in Egypt
until there was a determination of the
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whole problem and peace treaties were
entered into. So when the gentleman
points out that what is to be done now is
for the United Nations to go in and take
back jurisdiction of the Gaza Strip, it is
doing exaectly what it should do and
what it should have done a long time ago.
Neither Israel nor Egypt as of now should
exercise jurisdiction there. The impor-
tant thing is to make sure that it is not
used as a base for military operations,
which will further disturb the peace of
the area.

Mr. BOYLE. I thank the gentleman
for his very timely observations, as they
amplify and supplement my remarks at
this point.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr, Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BOYLE. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. ROOSEVELT., In supplementing
the fine remarks by the gentleman from
New York, it is also not true that if tech-
nically the lawyers should rule that
Egypt still has technical control under
the armistice agreement and that, there-
fore, the United Nations cannot exercise
that control—of course, I do not agree
with that, but suppose that that should
be the point upon which the technical
entrance of the United Nations forces
into the Gaza Strip was being held up—
would it not then become the duty of
the United States to lead inside the
United Nations an all-out effort to get
from Egypt a resolution that they would
give to the United Nations this right
until permanent arrangements should
be made?

Mr. BOYLE. I think so. I think any
time you are able to define and limit
areas of dispute between the actual par-
ticipants you are doing a real service to=
ward compromise and settlement.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Therefore, is it not
a fact that it is not of great value for
us to be simply harping on what Israel
ought to do; we should also begin harp-
ing on what Egypt ought to do, if it is
Egypt that is blocking the way to this
final solution?

Mr. BOYLE. I agree with the gentle-
mon totally, and I want to reiterate the
proposition to reasonable people all over
the world. The world owes it to itself
to see if it can remove itself from the
debate on sanctions and talk more and
more in terms of settlement.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BOYLE. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. In furtherance of what
the gentleman from California has stated
and in supplement of the very able re-
marks of the gentleman from Illinois,
does the gentleman not believe that if
Israel were to withdraw its troops from
Gaza and from the Straits of Agaba in
accordance with the direction of the
United Nations and especially as a re-
sult of the insistence of the United
States, actually this might result in
Egypt’'s thinking and the other nations
of the Middle East thinking that the ac-
tions of Egypt which provoked the re-
sponse by Israel were actually justified,
that we were condoning what Egypt had
done in provoking the Israeli Govern-
ment in seeking to do away with the



1957

fedayeen raids and seeking to do away
with the raids upon her shipping in en-
tering the Gulf of Agaba?

Mr. BOYLE. I think that is very
true. Again, of course, I think the big-
gest thing in this whole field today is a
positive approach. If we can start to-
day and compose our differences here, we
might eliminate the necessity to liti-
gate and relitigate all of those prob-
lems that are no longer current. In that
case, we would be doing a service not only
to Israel, and to Egypt, and that par-
ticular area of the world, but we would
be assisting the United Nations in her
role as the greatest forum ever devised
for resolving the collective controversies
of civilization.

Mr. YATES. The gentleman is exactly
right in that. I should like to recall to
the gentleman a fact which I am sure
he already knows, and that was the state-
ment by Foreign Minister Moishe Sharett
approximately a year ago in pointing out
that the Middle East did not consist only
of Israel or the Arab nations, it con-
sisted of both of them, of all the nations
of the Middle East, and that all of them
had to live together and had to find
some way of reselving the difficulties that
existed.

The difficulties that have existed have
been fomented and have been empha-
sized primarily by the recalcitrants of
the Arab nations in refusing to sit down
at a conference table and find some
modus operandi of getting along with
Israel.

Mr. BOYLE. I agree with the gentle-
man.

Mr. VANIE. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

. Mr. BOYLE. I yield.

Mr. VANIK. Will the gentleman not
agree that a parallel to the current sit-
uation in the occupation of the Gaza
Strip was the situation in Korea, where
the United Nations came in and re-
mained in authority until a truce was
called? Why not have the same sort
of situation prevail in this area: the
only pattern we have in our national
experience in the Korean situation.
Would it not be in keeping with that
same pattern to have United Nations
come in in this situation and exercise
dominion until all of the iscues of the
conflict have been resolved?

Mr. BOYLE. I thank the gentleman
for his contribution.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BOYLE. I yield.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that our distin-
guished colleague from New Jersey [Mr.
Ropmyol may extend his remarks imme-
diately following the remarks of the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. RooSEVELT]
on this same subject. And I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members who may
desire to do so may extend their remarks
on the subject covered in the special
orders of the gentleman from California
IMr. RooseveLr]l and the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. Boyiel, at this point
in the Recorp.

The SPEAEKER pro tempore.
objection?

There was no objection.
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Is there
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Mr. BOYLE. Mr. Speaker, I hope the
remarks I have made on the floor today
and those of my colleagues have in a
small measure pointed up some of the
facts that have to be resolved in han-
dling this very difficult problem. I hope
that in bringing this to the attention of
the Members of the House we have not
left the area more clouded than it al-
ready is, because I know all of my col-
leagues and myself have been motivated
by the highest of feelings of patriotism,
Americanism, and brotherhood.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BOYLE. I yield.

Mr. YATES. I would like to congrat-
ulate the gentleman from Illinois upon
the able delineation of the problems and
the possible solution of the difficulties in
the Middle East.

Mr. BOYLE. I thank the gentleman.

Mr., Speaker, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Speaker, I want
to commend the gentleman from Cali-
fornia for arranging this very important
and timely diseussion on the floor of the
House regarding the very critical and
tense Middle East situation. With great
relief I noted in this morning’s papers
that some break in the crisis seems
nearer today than was thought possible
a few days ago. At least the parties to
the dispute are continuing peaceful dis-
cussion and negotiation. This, in itself,
is a hopeful sign that some solution can
be worked out that is both fair and just
to all parties involved.

Last week, Mr. Speaker, I was cha-
grined when the President went before
the American people and, to all intents
and purposes, called for sanctions
against Israel for that nation’s refusal
to withdraw its forces from Egyptian ter-
ritory at the mouth of the Gulf of Agaba
and in the Gaza Strip. The President’s
statement acted as a signal to the Afro-
Asian-Arab bloc to move ahead with its
resolution demanding sanctions against
Israel. This six-nation resolution is now
pending before the United Nations Gen-
eral Assembly.

It seems that we have come a long way
since the “peace and prosperity” days of
the last campaign. Now we are being
told that the crisis is so serious that the
President needs authority to use Amer-
ican troops in the Middle East and hun-
dreds of millions of dollars must be spent
for military and technical aid to the
nations of the Middle East. What is
more, we are now told that the very
future of the United Nations is linked
with the Middle East crisis. The key to
the President’s address last week is
found in the statement:

If the United Nations once admits that
international disputes can be setiled by
using force, then we will have destroyed the
very foundation of the organization. The
United Nations must not fail.

I agree with the President that the
United Nations must not fail. It is still
our best hope for world peace through
the peaceful solution of differences be-
tween nations. However, I fail to see
why the fate of the U. N. is at stake now
when it was not during the time the
Soviet Union mowed down 25,000 Hun-
garian patriots, or while India defies the
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U. N. with respect to Kashmir and while
Egypt itself ignores her international
obligations with respect to the free pas-
sage of ships through the Suez Canal.
Not the slightest attempt to apply sanc-
tions against these nations for their de-
flance of the U. N. has been made, but
when a small democracy in the Middle
East fails promptly to comply with U. N.
demands we suddenly become very self-
righteous, high principled, and con-
cerned for the future of the United Na-
tions. This administration turns its
moral force on and off like a hot water
faucet. And it becomes especially mor-
alistic when certain American oil inter-
ests are involved.

Ii seems almost inconceivable to me,
Mr. Speaker, that we as a Nation should
take a position against a young, thriving
democracy in its struggle to stay alive
as a nation against almost insurmounta-
ble odds. We have traditionally helped
the little guy; been on the side of the
underdog. We have always helped and
nurtured nations whose people share our
beliefs in liberty, freedom, human rights,
and the dignity of man., Such a nation
is Israel.

I have traveled through this country,
and I wish all of you sitting here today
could have seen and shared with me the
experience of watching a young and vital
people create out of desert sand a pro-
ductive and democratic way of life. And
always under danger of enemy attack and
reprisal raids. The years of torture these
people have undergone gives them an
incentive to work toward those same
goals that eaused our own forefathers to
revolt against colonial tyranny or escape
from bondage into freedom. There they
are, surrounded by enemies, looking to
us for encouragement. And what do we
do? In as sanectimonious a pronounce-
ment that has ever been made in the
name of American foreign policy, we turn
our backs on a people’s fight for survival
and excuse our action on the ground that
the future of the United Nations is at
stake.

Mr. Speaker, is it the United Nations
this administration cares ahout, or is it
rather that their real concern is steeped
in Middle East 0il? In the past 4 years
we have bypassed the U. N. at every turn,
going back to it only after our own inept
policies have so embroiled us in unten-
able positions throughout the world that
our only choice is to throw the entire
mess into the lap of the U. N. Then, if
something goes wrong, we have someone
else to blame. This has been the his-
tory of Americanr foreign policy since
1953—a slipshod poliecy—dodging, drift-
ing, vacillating—which has resulted in
consistent Ioss of prestige, friends, power,
and the ability to bring about peace in
the world.

Now, trapped by our ewn errors of
judgment and policy, we allow the Arab
bloc to back us to the wall in the U. N.
and demand sanctions against Israel.
Sanctions against Israel are as much the
result of our own bungling as they are
the result of Israeli's refusal to with-
draw their troops from Gaza and Agaba
without U. N. guaranties which they seek.
It is for this reason that I cannot, in
good conscience, agree with the President
that the U. N. should apply sanctions
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against Israel. That tiny nation should
not be made to suffer because of our
mistakes and our selfish interests in
Middle East oil. If this administration
is so concerned with prineciples, then let
it not forget certain principles upon
which this Nation’s greatness is built:
fair play, justice, equal treatment to all,
big and small alike.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. ALLEN of California for the period
from February 28 to March 19, 1957, in-
clusive, on account of official business.

Mr. Mamcriarp from February 28 to
March 19, on account of official business.

Mr, Jackson for 30 days for active duty
in the United States Marine Corps Re-
serve and study mission for Committee
on Foreign Affairs in the Near and Mid-
dle East.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

Mr. BaiLey, for 30 minutes, on Monday
next.

Mr. HiLr, of Colorado (at the request
of Mr, HENDERSON), for 90 minutes on
March 4.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
extend remarks in the RECoRD, or to re-
vise and extend remarks, was granted to:

Mr. REvuss and to include extraneous
matter.

Mr. MaiLLiarD and to include extrane-
ous matter,

Mr. Van ZanoT and to include extrane-
ous matter,

Mr. Bunce, his remarks made in Com-
mittee of the Whole and to include a
summary of a revised list of tungsten
producers participating under Public
Law 733 program, prepared by the staff
of the Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. EnGLE (at the request of Mr. AspI-
NALL), his remarks in Committee of the
Whole on H, R. 5189 and to include ex-
traneous material.

Mr. HaGEN and to include extraneous
matter.

Mr. SHELLEY (at the request of Mr.
ALBErT) and to include extraneous
matter.

Mr. METCALF and to include extraneous
matter.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 3 o'clock and 28 minutes p. m.),
the House adjourned until tomorrow,
Wednesday, February 27, 1957, at 12
o'clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC,
Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

534. A letter from the Director, Legisla-
tive Liaison, Department of the Air Force,
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transmitting a copy of the Air Force's semi-
annual report entitled “Research and De-
velopment Procurement Action Report,” for
the period July 1 to December 31, 1956,
pursuant to Public Law 557, 82d Congress;
to the Committee on Armed Services.

535. A letter from the President, Board
of Commissioners, District of Columbla,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
entitled “A bill to amend the act entitled
‘An Act Relating to Children Born Out of
Wedlock,' approved January 11, 1851"; to the
Committee on the District of Columbia.

536. A letter from the Secretary of the
Navy, transmitting a draft of proposed legls-
lation entitled “A bill to amend the Fair
Labor Standards Act of 1938, as amended, to
restrict its application in certain overseas
areas, and for other purposes”; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor,

537. A letter from the Acting Secretary
of the Interior, transmitting a copy of the
proposed Alaska constitution. The original
of this proposed constitution was trans-
mitted to the President by the Governor of
Alaska, pursuant to section 15 of chapter 46
of the Session Laws of Alaska, 1955; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. SMITH of Virginia: Committee on
Rules. House Resolution 168. Resolution
to authorize the Committee on Education
and Labor to conduct studies and investiga-
tions relating to matters coming within its
Jurisdiction; with amendment (Rept. No.
169). Referred to the House Calendar.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI~
VATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. LANE: Committee on the Judiclary.
House Resolution 174. Resclution providing
for sending the bill H. R. 2648 and accom-
panying papers to the United States Court
of Claims; without amendment (Rept. No.
158). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. LANE: Committee on the Judiciary.
H. R. 1501. A bill for the relief of Beulah I.
Reich with amendment (Rept. No. 159). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. CRAMER; Committee on the Judiciary.
H. R. 1537. A bill for the relief of Jacob
Baronian; without amendment (Rept. No.
160). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. CRAMER: Committee on the Judiclary.
H. R. 1562. A bill for the relief of Maj. John
P. Ruppert; with amendment (Rept. No. 161).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House.

Mr. POFF: Committee on the Judiclary.
H. R. 29060. A bill for the relief of Lt. Col.
Emery A. Cook; without amendment (Rept.
No. 162) Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House,

Mr, POFF: Committee on the Judiciary.
H. R. 3322. A bill for the relief of James L.
Bostwick; with amendment (Rept. No. 163).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House.

Mr. HYDE: Committee on the Judiclary.
H. R. 1359. A bill for the rellef of Mrs. Theo-
dore (Nicole Xantho) Rousseau; without
amendment (Rept. No. 164). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judiciary.
H. R. 1400. A bill for the relief of Mitsuko
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A. Hachita; without amendment (Rept. No.
165). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. CHELF: Committee on the Judiciary.
H. R. 17567. A hill for the relief of Nicola
Marcello; without amendment (Rept. No.
166). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House,

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judiciary.
H. R. 2256. A bill for the relief of Ellzabeth
Lucie Leon (also known as Lucie Noel);
with amendment (Rept. No. 167). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. HILLINGS: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. House Joint Resolution 247. Joint
resolution for the relief of certain aliens;
without amendment (Rept. No. 168). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. DEMPSEY:

H. R. 5301. A bill to provide a right-of-way
to the city of Alamogordo, a municipal cor-
poration of the State of New Mexico; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr, DINGELL:

H. R. 5302. A bill to establish an effective
program to alleviate conditions of substan-
tial and persistent unemployment and un-
deremployment in certain economically de-
pressed areas; to the Commitiee on Banking
and Currency.

By Mr. FINO:

H. R.5303. A bill to amend title IT of the
Bocial SBecurity Act to eliminate the require-
ment that an individual must have attained
the age of 50 in order to become entitled to
disability insurance benefits; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. FLOOD:

H. R. 5304. A bill to provide Federal assist-
ance to States to augment their efforts to
prevent surface damage resulting from mine
cave-ins; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

H. R. 5305. A bill to repeal the cabaret tax;
to the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN:

H.R.5306. A blll to provide for the estab-
lishment of a United States Foreign Rela-
tions Academy; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

By Mr. HILLINGS:

H. R. 5307. A bill to amend the act entitled
“An act to protect trade and commerce
against unlawful restraints and monopolies,”
approved July 2, 1890; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. HORAN:

H.R.5308. A bill to amend the Agricul=-
tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, to
establish a domestic parity plan for wheat; to
the Committee on Agriculture,

By Mr. KILGORE:

H. R.5309. A bill to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interior to construct, rehabili-
tate, operate, and maintain the lower Rio
Grande rehabilitation project, Texas, Mer-
cedes Division; to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. LENNON:

H.R. 5310. A bill to amend the Soil Bank
Act to provide that one-half of any cut in
acreage allotments shall be placed in the
acreage reserve, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. LONG:

H.R.5311. A bill to provide that State
agricultural experiment stations shall devote
a portion of the appropriations made to them
by the Federal Government to carry out re=-
searches with respect to the varlous aspects
of organiec farming; to the Committee on
Agriculture.

By Mr. MOSS:

H.R.5312. A bill to authorize the con-

struction of certain works for flood control
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and other purposes on the Sacramento River
in California; to the Committee on Public
Works.

By Mr. PRICE:

H. R. 5313. A bill to modify the upper Mis-
sissippi River Basin flood-contrel plan to
authorize the construetion of a loeal pro-
tection project at New Athens, Ill; to the
Committee on Public Works,

By Mr. SHELLEY:

H.R.5314. A bill to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Army, the Secretary of the Navy,
and the Secretary of the Air Force to make
grants to certain educational institutions
for the construction of military and naval
sclence buildings, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. WEAVER:

H.R.5315. A bill to amend section 203 of
the National Housing Act to provide a new
housing program; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

By Mr. WILSON of California:

H. R. 5316. A bill designating the 27th day
of October in each year as Navy Day; to the
Committee on the Judieciary.

By Mr. ADDONIZIO:

H.R.5317. A bill to amend the United
States Housing Act of 1937 to reduce from
65 to 62 the age at which a single person can
qualify for admission to a low-rent housing
project and the age at which a family can
qualify for admission to a project designed
epecifically for elderly families; to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. EENNETT of Florida:

H.R.5318. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a deduction
from gross income for certain amounts paid
by a teacher for his further education; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CELLER:

H. R.5319. A bill to amend the act entitled
“An act to protect trade and commerce
against unlawful restraints and monopolies,”
approved July 2, 1890; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. COLE:

H.R.5320. A bill to amend the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and for
other purposes; to the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy.

By Mr. COLLIER:

H. R.5321. A bill to encourage expansion
of teaching and research in the education of
mentally retarded children through grants
to institutions of higher learning and to
State educational agencles; to the Commit-
tee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. CRAMER:

H.R.5322. A bill to extend certain vet-
erans’ benefits to or on behalf of dependent
husbands and widowers of female veterans;
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R.5323. A bill to provide for national
cemeteries in the central west coast area of
the State of Florida; to the Committee on
Interfor and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. DEVEREUX :

H.R.5324. A bil} to amend section 1 of
the act of January 2, 1851, prohibiting the
transportation of gambling devices in in-
terstate and foreign commerce; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. FULTON:

H. R. 5325. A bill to encourage the estab-
lishment of voluntary pension plans by self-
employed individuals; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. GUBSER:

H.R.5326. A bill to amend section 213 of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to provide
that amounts paid for the medical and dental
care of children who have not attained the
age of six shall be deductible without re-
gard to the lmitations contained in such
section; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

H.R. 5327. A bill to postpone the effective
date of the amendments made to the Com-
munications Act of 1934, as amended, by
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Public Law 985, 84th Congress; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,
By Mr. HARRIS:

H.R. 5328. A bill to amend the Medals of
Honor Act to authorize awards for acts of
heroism inveolving any motor vehicle subject
to the meotor earrier safety regulations of
the Interstate Commerce Commission; to the
Committee on Interstate and Forelgn Com-
merce. 7

H.R. 5329. A bill to amend sectiom 11 of
the Clayton Antitrust Act to extend the aun-
thority of the Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion thereunder to contract carriers subject
to the Interstate Commeree Act; to the Com-
mitiee on the Judiciary.

H. R.5330. A bill to amend the Locomotive
Inspection Act, as amended; to the Commit-
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

H. R. 5331. A bill to amend section 212 (a)
of the Interstate Commerce Act, as amended;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. HOLLAND:

H.R.5332. A bill to amend the National
Labor Relations Act, as amended; to the
Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. EEAN:

H. R. 5333. A bill to amend section 2011 (c)
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 and
section 813 (b) of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1939; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. McCULLOCH:

H.R.5334. A bill to improve and extend,
through reeciproeal legislation, the enforce-
ment of duties of support in the District of
Columbia; to the Committee on the District
of Columblia.

By Mr. MOSS:

H.R.5335. A bill authorizing a monetary
contribution for the flood-control accoms-
plishments of the multiple purpose Oroville
Dam proposed to be econstructed on the
Peather River by the State of California; to
the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. NEAL:

H. R. 5336. A bill to increase annuities pay-
able to certain annuitants from the civil-
service retirement and disability fund, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on Fost
Office and Civil Service,

By Mr. PHILBIN:

H. R. 5337. A bill to amend the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938, as amended, to pro-
vide coverage for employees of employers
who are engaged in activities affecting inter-
state commerce, to eliminate certain exemp-
tions, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. TELLER:

H.R.5338. A bill to amend the Rallroad
Retirement Act of 1937, the Rallroad Retire-
ment Tax Act, and the Rallroad Unemploy-
ment Insurance Act, so as to provide in-
creases in benefits, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. ULLMAN:

H. R. 5339. A bill to authorize the National
Potato Grade Labeling Act, which provides
quality requirements for, and the inspection,
certification, and labeling of Irish potatoes;
to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. FLOOD:

H. J. Res. 249. Joint resolution to provide
for the preparation of a history of momen-
tous scenes in the Congress since the Revo-
lutionary War; to the Committee on House
Administration.

By Mr. JUDD:

H. J. Res. 250. Joint resolution to establish
a Joint Committee on Seientific Research;
to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. NICHOLSON:

H. Con. Res. 123. Concurrent resolution
creating a joint committee of the Congress
to attend the ceremonies to be held at
Plymouth, Mass., on May 25, 1957, in con-
nection with ‘the landing of the Mayflower
H; to the Committee on Rules.
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MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXIF, me-
morials were presented and referred as
follows:

By Mr. ANDERSON of Montana: Memorial
of the House of Representatives of Mon-
tana relative to construction and use
of VHF television translators; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. FORAND: Memorial of the Rhode
Island General Assembly memorializing Con-
gress to enact legislation to assist the States
in meeting the school housing needs of
children; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

Also, memorial of the Rhode Island Gen-
eral Assembly memorializing Congress with
respect to amending the Federal Soclal Se-
eurity Act so that full benefits may be
granted to women who have reached the age
of 62 instead of waiting until they
reach the age of 656 years; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

Also, memorial of the Rhode Island Gen-
eral Assembly memorializing Congress to en-
act and maintain tariff rates on textiles
tincluding lace), jewelry, and rubber goods
imports; to the Committee en Ways and
Means.

By Mr. HESELTON: Resolutions of the
General Court of the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts memorializing the Congress
of the United States for an expanded pro-
gram of public housing for elderly persons;
to the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency.

Also, resolutions of the General Court,
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, memorial-
izing the Congress of the United States rela-
tive to the enactment of legislation making
marital desertion and abandonment of minor
children an offense under the provisions of
the Federal Code; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

By Mr. MARTIN: Resolution of the Gen-
eral Court of Massachusetts memorializing
the Congress for an expanded program of
public housing for elderly citizens; to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

Also, resolution of the General Court of
Massachusetts memorializing the Congress
of the United States relative to the enact-
ment of legislation making marital desertion
and abandonment of minor children an of-
fense under the provisions of the Federal
Code; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. THORNBERRY: Memorial of the
Senate of the State of Texas, memorializing
the President to take immediate steps to
limit imports of foreign oil to the 1954 per-
centage of the domestic market as author-
ized by Congress and required for the se-
curity of the United States; to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the
Legislature of the State of Georgia, memo-
rializing the President and the Congress of
the United States to take corrective measures
to equalize imports, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the
State of Montana, memorializing the Presi-
dent and the Congress of the United States
relative to urging approval of pending legis-
lation which provides for a fair and just set-
tlement to the Crow Indians, so that con-
struction of the sorely needed Yellowtail Dam
project may begin at once; to the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the
State of Pennsylvania, memerializing the
President and the Congress of the United
States to clarify the existing provisions and
further to relax the strict reqguirements of
the Federal soclal security law that relates
to eligibility for benefits for totally disabled
persons over the age of 50 years; to the Com=
mittee on Ways and Means.
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PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ADDONIZIO:

H. R.5340. A bill for the relief of Salvatore
Catania; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. ASPINALL (by request) :

H.R.5341. A bill for the relief of John J.
Farrelly; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

By Mr. BAILEY:

H.R. 5342, A bill for the relief of Charles
H. Skidmore; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. BUCKLEY:

H.R.5343. A bill for the relief of Elena
Ramirez; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H. R.5344, A bill for the rellef of Sun Hsi
Zen Yung (also known as Yung Sun Hsi
Zen); to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BURNS of Hawali:

H.R.5345. A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Haruno Miyasaka; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R. 5346. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Lum
Shee Lee; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H. R.5347. A bill for the relief of La Patria
Tobacco Co.; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

I-? R.5348. A bill for the relief of Pedro
Africa; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. DENNISON:

H.R.5349. A bill for the rellef of Lorna
Isabel Azevedo; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. DINGELL:®

H. R. 5350. A bill for the relief of Haralam-
bos Athanasios Deliglannis; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. FASCELL:

H.R.5351. A bill for the relief of Harlee
M. Hansley; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. FENTON:

H.R.5352. A bill for the relief of Vito

Pupo; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. FRIEDEL (by request) :

H.R.5353. A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Clarabelle Greene; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.
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By Mrs. GRIFFITHS:

H. R.5354. A bill for the relief of Stanley
Lawrence Ahern; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. HOLLAND:

H.R.5355. A bill to confer jurlsdiction
upon the Court of Claims to hear, determine,
and render judgment on certain claims of
the United Foundation Corp. of Union, N. J.;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. LENNON:

H.R.5356. A bill for the relief of Charles
A. Sidawi; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. McFALL:

H. R. 5357. A bill for the relief of Geronimo
Navarrete-Rivera; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. McINTOSH:

H.R. 5358. A bill for the relief of Hideko
Nagabuchi Lafontaine; to the Committee on
the Judiclary. ,

H.R.5359. A bill for the relief of Edith
Elisabeth Wagner; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. MULTER:

H. R. 5360. A bill for the relief of Chan Kim

Tun; to the Committee on the Judiclary.
By Mr. OSMERS:

H.R.5361. A bill for the rellef of Marie
Haladjian; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. PRICE:

H. R. 5362. A bill for the rellef of Hannelore
Zinsel-Steeger; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

By Mr. REED:

H. R. 5363. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Mar-
garete U, Eayner; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. ROGERS of Florida:

H. R.5364. A bill for the rellef of Joseph
R. Flanders; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

H.R.5385. A bill for the rellef of Robert
P. Peterman; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr, SHELLEY:

H.R.5366. A bill conferring jurisdiction
upon the Court of Claims to hear, determine,
and render judgment upon the claims of the
heirs of Gen. John C. Fremont, the city of
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San Francisco, and all other persons against
the United States arising out of the seizure
of certain real property by the United States
Government in 1863; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. SISK:

H.R.5367. A bill for the rellef of Gabriel
Estrada-Salinas; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R.5368. A bill for the relief of Jose
Ascencion Orozco Ortega; to the Committee
on the Judiclary.

H. R. 5369. A bill for the relief of Aureliano
Velazco-Loera; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R.5370. A bill for the relief of Jose
Becerril Tores; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R.5371. A bill for the rellef of Wong
Chin Yuck Shee (Mrs. Chun Yuck Shee); to
the Committee on the Judiclary.

H. R. 5372. A bill for the relief of Gisaburo
Nishikawa and his wife Aya Nishikawa (nee
Honda); to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. TELLER:

H.R.5373. A bill for the rellef of Simeon
Augustus David Linton George Geogahan;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H. R. 5374. A bill for the relief of Dimitrios
Georges Zacharias; to the Committee on the
Judiciary. :

By Mr. WILSON of California:

H. R.5375. A bill for the relief of Salvador
Arce Davidson; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts:

H.J.Res. 251. Joint resolution for the re=-
lief of certain creditors of the Norwood Pulp
& Machinery Co.; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXIT,

104. Mr. CANFIELD presented a petition
of the Fratellanza Serinese, Inc. organization
of Passalc County, N, J., adopted on Feb-
ruary 8, 1957 at Paterson, N. J., endorsing the
recommendations of President Eisenhower to
revise the quota system as set forth in the
present Immigration Act which -was re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

Federal Aid for School Construction

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

OF

HON. PAT McNAMARA

OF MICHIGAN
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
Tuesday, February 26, 1957

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that a statement
I have prepared relating to Federal aid
for school construction be printed in the
RECORD,

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

Ler Us Buirp SCHOOLS

Even though the United States Chamber of
Commerce was founded in 1912, I have always
suspected a stubbornness on the part of that
organization to acknowledge the presence of
the 20th century.

Today we have further proof of the cham-
ber's antediluvian outlook on life.

We are informed by the chamber, accord-
ing to an article in the Washington Star of

February 20, that the organization is opposed
to Federal aid for school construction.

This is not very shocking.

1t is consistent with the chamber’s appar-
ent desire for a return to the good old days—
which means government for the benefit of
the robber barons and others out to gouge
the publie.

Efforts by the Federal Government to be
genuinely helpful to all the people are sum-
marily rejected.

But while denouncing Federal aid, the
chamber also took another long step along
its dusty trail back to the dark ages when it
proclaimed there was actually a surplus of
classrooms today.

According to this same article, the cham-
ber puts this surplus at 14,000 classrooms.

This outrageous statement is directly con-
trary to the opinion of the President of the
United States, the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, the National Educa-
tlon Assoclation, a large part of Congress
and the authorities of most of our States—
not to mention the children stacked like
cordwood in our present schools,

However, the chamber has never been
known to be swayed by the facts,

I will not attempt to explain the mathe-
matical whimsy by which the chamber of
commerce arrives at this 14,000 figure. Nor
do I intend to enter into a numbers game.

I don’t know exactly how many classrooms
we are short. But even the most conserva-
tive estimate of the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare puts the current
shortage at 159,000 rooms.

The shortage exists—the shortage 1s criti-
cal.

No distortions by the chamber of commerce
can hide this basic need of our country.

Again I urge the Senate to move promptly
to consider the school construction measures
that have been introduced.

Replies to Questionnaire Sent to Citizens
of the Fourth District of California

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. WILLIAM S. MAILLIARD

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, February 26, 1957
Mr. MAILLIARD. Mr. Speaker, the
citizens of the Fourth Distriet of Cali-

fornia have again shown a commendable
interest in their Government by respond-
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ing in large numbers to my most recent
questionnaire. One out of every sixth
voter was asked fo participate and, as
of this date, over 20 percent have
answered. 1

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

I am greatly encouraged by the sub-
stantive thought given to some of the
most important current issues. The fol-
lowing tabulation may be of interest to
my colleagues:

No
Yes | No |opin-
on
Per- | Per- | Per-
1. Do yon favor the tight money policy of the Federal Reserve Board currently nsed to check | eent | cent | cent
inflation, recognizing that this policy tends to restrict the availability of mortgage money?. 2 24 4
2, 1s it your belief that Congress should grant.a high priority to the school-construetion bill
deslgned to meet emergency needs for more classrooms? . _____ 75 2 3
3. Does the administration’s elvil rights package, including a commission to investigate as-
serted violations of civil rights, creation of a Civil Rights Division in the Department of
Justice, enforcement of voting rights, and preventive relief through eivil courts, meet
with Your pprovall . o .o e oo o on e rem s s e sApanbiraasd st dm e zannanea | B a3 12
4. The Post Office Department wishes to offset its deficit by increasing postal rates. Do you
approve of a boost in 1st-class charges to accomplish this?. ... B 3 2
5. Do you support-the President’s proposal that permanent residence be granted Hungarian
refugees recently arrived here?. o oo -] 48 40 5
6. Wonld you favor speeial tax relief for small-business firms?. 72 24 4
7. H the F?edeml budget is again balanced this year, would yo .
national debt before taxes are lowered? 65 33 2
8. Would you support President Eisenhower hority to admit refugees
from Eommunist [T s e R e B e S e L, et 35 60 5
9. Do you favor legislation that would provide statehood for both Hawall and Alaska? _____| 79 17 4
10. Do you favor stronger antitrust laws, including eloser Government scrutiny of merger
proposals of large jes? wia]l TR 2 5

Civil Rights

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
o

HON. JOHN F. SHELLEY

_ OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, February 26, 1957

Mr. SHELLEY. Mr. Speaker, under
leave to extend my remarks in the Rec-
orp, I include the following statement
on civil-rights legislation as delivered to
the Subcommittee on Civil Rights of the
House Committee on the Judiciary:

STATEMENT oF HoN. JoHN F. SHELLEY, FIFTH
DisTRICT OF CALIFORNIA, TO THE SUBCOM-
MITTEE oN Civin RiGHTS, HOUSE OF REP-
RESENTATIVES, FEBRUARY 25, 1957

Mr, Chairman and members of the Sub-
committee on Clvil Rights, let me first ex-
press my thanks for the courtesy you have
shown in arranging for me to appear before
you today, and also to compliment you on the
thoroughgoing manner in which you are pro-
ceeding in your study of the vital problem of
assuring that none of our fellow citizens are
denied the civil rights guaranteed them by
the Constitution. Certainly when legislation
is reported by this subcommittee no one can
rightfully say that any aspect of the problem
has been ignored, nor that full weight has
not been given to all shades of opinion, pro
and con, Because of my own lifelong efforts
in support of equal opportunity for all races
and creeds I have followed closely the prog-
ress of these hearings and those in previous
Congresses. It is a tremendously good feel-
ing to know that at last we seem to be near-
ing the goal of congressional action to chart
such a course,

For my own part I have long believed that
the United States, at a peak never reached
by any nation in the history of the world,
faces but two really crucial problems, and
they are interrelated. The one is the relent-
less fight against world communism; the
other the elimination of second-class citizen-
ship as applied to any segment of our people
by force of law or custom. As long as such
discrimination exists in this land, based on
group antagonisms rather than an evalua-
tion of the individual as he stands on his
own two feet, so long shall we be morally
disunited and subject to the divisive threat
of subversive forces.

We do not have to prove the existence of
the problem. What we do have to prove is

that we are looking for an honest solution.
Left to themselves the States and local com=-
munities have failed, and we might as well
admit it. And I speak not only of the South
but of countless communities in the North
as well—Detrolt, where a critical problem is
right now receiving the attention of the
press; Chicago, New York, the Southwest,
where Americans of Mexican ancestry are
subject to the same type of treatment as Ne-
groes in the South; and even my own area,
the west coast, to some degree. -

The executive branch of the Federal Gov-
ernment has also failed to use either the le-
gal means now given it under discretionary
authority, or the moral force of the Presi-
dency to act against the evil. Where the ad-
ministrative will is weak or subject to politi-
cal opportunism, it is the inherent duty of
the Congress to provide through laws which
say “shall” and not “nay” the force which
will implement the constitutional guaran-
ties with which we are now concerned. The
Constitution which guarantees to the States
certain rights, does not guarantee them the
right to do wrong. It does, however, contain
in its preamble a guaranty of an overriding
purpose to establish justice and to promote
the general welfare and secure the blessings
of liberty to all citizens, white, black, brown,
yellow, or red, and it is that purpose we must
now implement.

The legislation now before this subcom-
mittee will let us take a long stride in the
right direction. Your distinguished chair-
man and the equally distinguished ranking
Republican member have both contributed
much to clarifying the issues involved. By
the legislation they have drafted they have
charted a practical course for us to follow in
beginning to right the wrongs under which
generations of our fellow citizens have suf-
fered. I personally believe that the Celler
bill, H, R. 2145, because of the more explicit
guide lines it lays down, should serve as the
basls upon which the subcommittee acts.

The establishment of a Commission on
Civil Rights to serve as an authoritative body
for studying the legal and moral issues, and
for formulating executive policy and recom=
mendations Is an absolute essential in bring-
ing the executive branch of the Government
to a proper exercise of its functions, As a
counterpart in the Congress, the provision
for a Joint Congressional Committee on Civil
Rights in the Celler bill is also necessary
lest we tend to delegate too much of our re-
sponsibility to the executive authorities, A
third requirement in setting up the legisla-
tive and administrative framework needed
for active operations in the civil-rights field
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is provided for in the establishment of a Civil
Rights Division in the Department of Jus-
tice. Such a new division will lay the proper
stress on these functions of our law-enforce-
ment agencies, functions which have been
sadly neglected heretofore. Fourth, the Fed-
eral courts must be granted clear and unde-
niable . jurisdiction over civil-rights viola-
tions if the framework we set up is to be
complete.

However, it must be remembered that these
provisions of the bills now before the sub-
committee provide only a framework. If the
legislative structure is to be complete, we
must gird that framework with a definite
body of principles and definitions upon which
to act. The protection of the right to politi-
cal participation and of other civil rights pro-
vided in the Celler bill, and the criminal
penalties authorized for violations of these
rights, are, it seems to me, an absolute mini-
mum for our present purposes. Certainly
there are other forms of discrimination wide-
1y practiced, such as that in the field of em-
ployment, to which attention must be given.
But we must in deference to the great dif-
ference of views in so many of these prob-
lems, and because of the practical impossi-
bility of immediate agreement on all phases,
be content with a beginning aimed at the
more basic discriminations.

I certainly agree with those who contend
that mere passage of a law, however com-
prehensive, will not automatically solve the
complex problems of racial discrimination,
nor bring a new era of good feeling overnight.
The deep-seated social attitudes and customs
with which we are dealing are not that easily
uprooted. We must be wary of any tendency
to feel that once the jJob is begun it will
finish itself. Automation has not yet reached
that stage of development. The unhappy
experience with the 18th amendment should
be an example to us in this regard. There-
fore, I feel quite strongly that we must be
tolerant of intolerance to a degree at least
in the initial stages of this vast undertaking.
We must look to other measures than the
law for a real and final solution of the
unhappy problem.

In the last analysis, education must pro=-
vide the answer. By that I mean not only
providing book learning for those to whom
it is now denied, but education in the deeper
sense. We must educate ourselves to a full
understanding and acceptance of the Golden
Rule as it applies to our human relations
with our fellow man. We must not attempt
to force acceptance of a principle where we
ourselves are not willing to practice it. We
must, in short, use “deliberate speed” in mov=
ing toward our goal of true brotherhood, but
we must begin to move toward that goal. I
believe that our education has now reached
the stage where a frultful beginning is in
order through the legislative processes. For
that reason, I urge the subcommittee to bring
out a bill which will let us take the first step.

Aldo Leopold Memorial Award Medal

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

OoF

HON. LEE METCALF

OF MONTANA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 26, 1957

Mr. METCALF. Mr. Speaker, on
March 5, during the annual banquet of
the 22d North American Wildlife Con-
ference here in Washington, a very high
honor was bestowed on a man known to
many of us in Congress as a sincere and
dedicated conservationist.
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Those of us who know C. R. “Pink”
Gutermuth, vice president of the Wild-
life Management Institute, recognize and
respect his dedication to the public-
spirited cause of improved natural re-
sources management.

Before the more than 900 natural
resources administrators, technicians,
sportsmen, and Members of Congress at-
tending the banquet, Gutermuth was
given the Aldo Leopold Memorial Award
Medal in recognition of distinguished
service to wildlife conservation.

The Leopold medal and scroll, which
is given by the Wildlife Society, a
continentwide society of professional
fish and game techmnicians, commemo-
rates the late Aldo Leopold, considered by
many the father of wildlife management
in North America. Conferral of this
coveted medal shows the great esteem
and appreciation that conservationists
hold for a fellow worker who has done
an outstanding and monumental job
in furthering the objectives of their
profession.

The first Leopold Memorial Award
Medal was conferred in 1951 upon Carl
D. Shoemaker, former conservation
director for the National Wildlife Fed-
eration. Subsequent natural resources
workers who have been honored are:
Dr. Olaus J. Murie, 1952; Dr. Ira N. Ga-
brielson, 1953 ; Harold Tifus, 1954; Hoyes
Lloyd, 1955; Dr. Clarence Cottam, 1956.

Thomas G. Masaryk: Champion of Human
Freedom

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. HENRY S. REUSS

OF WISCONSIN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 26, 1957

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, a little
over 100 years ago, on March 7, 1850,
there was born in Moravia a man who
today is revered as one of the great
champions of human freedom: Thomas
G. Masaryk.

Americans are particularly responsive
to the greafness of Masaryk because of
his own close personal associafion with
our country, his marriage to an Amer-
ican, and his friendship with Woodrow
Wilson. We know, too, how much he
drew his inspiration from our American
ideals and institutions.

But the spirit of liberty and justice
knows no natural boundaries. Masaryk
today has become a world figure and we
Americans in turn are in his debt for
the contribution he made to freedom’s
cause.

I think we can repay that debt in some
small measure by giving new life to our
determination that Czechoslovakia shall
once again be free. We know that in
that land—as in other lands behind the
Iron Curtain—the dedication to true de-
moeracy remains undimmed by the op-
pressor’s iron fist. We cannot today
merely mouth sterile slogans, nor must
we be terrified by the Soviet Union’s
campaign of violence. A positive pro-
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gram aimed at a peaceful settlement is
urgently needed.

In this endeavor, Americans of all na-
tional origins will join with heartfelt
thanks that the greatness of Thomas
Masaryk lives on to give us confidence
that out of darkness shall come a re-
birth of the freedom for which he gave
his life.

Middle East Proposals

EXTENSION OF REMAREKS

HON. CLINTON P. ANDERSON

OF NEW MEXICO
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

Tuesday, February 26, 1957

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the ConcrEsstoNAL ReEcorD remarks
which I delivered before the Bernalillo
County Democratic convention at Albu-
querque, N. Mex., on February 18, 1957.

There being no objection, the remarks
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

MmpLE EAST PROPOSALS

(Remarks of Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON
before the Bernalillo County Democratie
convention, Albuquerque, N. Mex., Febru-
ary 18, 1957)

‘This week the Senate of the United States
will start its debate on the Eisenhower Mid-
East Resolution. Next week it expects to vote.
Possibly we should ask how the Democratic
Serators on the Foreign Relations and Armed
Services Committees have been acting In your
behalf.

As you know, the combined committees re-
ported out the Eisenhower Mid-East Resolu-
tion by a vote of 20 to 8, with Senators JoaN-
sow of Texas and LANGER absent. There were
a number of attempts made to improve the
resolution and to take into consideration the
basic difficulties in the areas, such as the
Arab-Israeli dispute, the Suez Canal ques-
tion, the Soviet Union arms traffic, and the
like; but no success was achieved, as a solid
Republican bloc voted down all but the
Humphrey amendment which, in effect, reaf-
firmed the President’s constitutional author-
ity as Commander in Chief of the Army and
Navy and under it the power to act instantly
in case our security was in danger.

It is my belief that if some of the amend-
ments had been accepted, there would have
been fewer votes against the proposal. It
is my further belief that if this bill is not
amended on the Senate floor in such a man-
ner as to recognize the basic difficulties,
there will be a sizable minority—possibly
numbering about 25—against it.

This resolution as it was presented might
have been regarded as unnecessary because
the President had the constitutional right
to exercise the military power and had the
funds in this year’s Mutual Security Act to
carry out what, if any, economic ideas he
may have had. However, this resolution
means that we act on a unilateral basis; it
means in the words of Senator RUsseLL, that
despite weeks of effort to find out what the
administration proposed to do in the matter
of economic assistance, the Senate members
of the two committees were given nothing
they could hang on to, and In effect were
“puying a pig in a poke.”

Personally, I do not believe that the ad-
ministration has a program for the Middle
East. I think the resolution is a prelude
to a policy, but not a policy in itself, and
1 am fearful that we may become committed
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in an area where we will find ourselves at a
great disadvantage. Some Democrats felt
that the military and economic sections
should be separated, others felt that more
consideration should be given to the basie
difficulties inherent in the area, and others
felt that a grave constitutional question was
involved which was both against the in-
terest of the Congress by, in effect, giving
the President some of the constitutional
authority belonging to the Congress, and
agalnst the interest of the President by put-
ting a limitation on his own constitutional
powers. There is absolutely no similarity
between the President’s proposal on the one
hand and the Greek-Turkish doctrine and
the Formosa resolution on the other. No
country has requested us to come into the
Middle East. The situation is extremely pre-
carious because of the instability of all the
Arab States except Irag, and unless some-
thing definite is embodied in the final draft
of the resolution, its chances for ultimate
success are, in my opinion, not too good.

While we all recognize that the President
has a primary and great responsibility in
the fleld of foreign nffairs, it is wel to keep
in mind that every Senator individually, and
the Senate collectively, likewise has a great
stake in the field of foreign policy, If we are
going into an adventure in this area of the
world, I think we are entitled to know much
more in the way of facte than we know at
the present time. In that respect our knowl-
edge of what we intend to do, on the basis
of testimony before the committees, is prac-
tically nothing.

But the Democratic Senators on those two
committees have measured up te the stand-
ards of a party of responsibility. They
studied with care the proposals of the Pres-
ident and his Secretary of State. Senator
MansFiELn, of Montana, early delivered on
the Senate floor a memorable address which
was universally praised in the press as out-
standing in its falrness and in its appeal for
true bipartisan conduct of our foreign af-
fairs. Senator ForericuT, of Arkansas, fol-
lowed up his statement of January 24 with
a strong Senate speech on February 11, just
1 week ago. I want to quote some sentences
from it to show why reasonable and inferna-
tionally minded Democratic Senators have
trouble signing on the dotted line, whatever
the President asks.

“In form and substance, the resolution as
prepared by the administration wants some-
thing from this Chamber, the mere asking
of which would have led to & national out-
cry under any other administration back to
Washington’s. It asks for a blank grant of
power over our funds and Armed Forces
to be used in a blank way, for a blank length
of time, under blank conditions, with re-
spect to blank nations, in a blank area. We
are asked to sign this blank check In per-
petuity or at the pleasure of the President,
any President.

“Who will fill in,” asks Senator FULBRIGHT,
“all these blanks?”

“The resolution says that the President,
whoever he may be at the time, shall do it.
And that’s not all it says. It says that in
filling in the blanks, the President need not
consult, much Iess be accountable to any
other constitutional organ of Government,
He shall be the counsel—judge—jury of the
national interest.

“His judgment about world realities shall
be the sole warrant for his deeds in com-
mitting our forees to battle and our funds to
who knows what purpose.

“His office shall be the only archive hold-
ing the record of his transactions, except
as he reports the results once a year to the
Congress,

“And, finally, he shall decide autonomously
when his autonomous powers shall expire.”

Now I say to you that in situations like
this one we need representatives in the Con-
gress—and this convention is held to select
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the delegates who will pick the proper one in
the State Democratic convention—who will
not be afraid to take time to consider the
implications of every Presidential proposal
and then vote upon each as they believe the
welfare of the Nation demands.

It has been 10 years since I sat in the
Cabinet Room of the White House and dis-
cussed with a group of the Nation's leaders
headed by President Truman, the need for
ald to Greece and Turkey if these lands were
not to surrender to the pressures of com-
munism. A great Republican statesman
sat just at my right, the late Arthur Van-
denberg of Michigan. The situation in Con-
gress was comparable to the present—only
reversed. The Congress then as now was
controlled by the opposite political party to
the President. I have not forgotten that the
Republican Senators of 1947 exercised thelr
full right to proceed with caution on the
statesmanlike proposals of President Harry 8.
Truman for the aid of Greece and Turkey.
I will neither be surprised nor shocked if
Democratic Senators 10 years later examine
with equal care the much more drastic pro-
posals of President Eisenhower to stabilize
conditions in that same area.

Every mile of the road is marked with
signs reading, “Proceed With Caution.”
What the administration asked us to do was
not to pass a simple Senate resolution ex-
pressing our composite view, nor a concurrent
resolution in which the House of Repre-
sentatives added its voice, but a joint resolu-
tion which when signed by the President
has the force of law, and thus becomes a
blanket transfer to the Executive of the
constitutional right vested in the Congress
to declare war.

I am ready and willing to vote for a reso-
lution which clearly states and pledges the
support of the Senate to the President as
he seeks to oppose the spread of Communist
influence in the Middle East. With the
amendment proposed by Senator HUMPHREY,
a Democrat, of Minnesota, and adopted by
the two Senate committees engaged in the
Middle East hearings, I believe the resolution
comes closer to that objective and I shall
probably vote for it. But the span of hear-
ings and debate upon it has persuaded me,
if I needed any proof or persuasion, that the
position of Representative in Congress is one
of tremendous importance to the people of
New Mexico, and that the Democratic Party
should do its utmost to select a strong candi-
date and win the April election in an
impressive manner.

Today’s Republicanism Is in Essence the
Republicanism of Abraham Lincoln

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. JAMES E. VAN ZANDT

OF PENNSYLVANIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 26, 1957

Mr. VAN ZANDT. Mr. Speaker, dur-
ing the Lincoln Day period it was my
privilege to address a series of Lincoln
Day dinners throughout the State of
Pennsylvania, sponsored by the various
Republican county committees. The fi-
nal address in the series was delivered
at the annual Lincoln-Washington din-
ner held at Greensburg, Pa., February 22,
1957, under the auspices of the West=
moreland County Republican Commit=
tee. The address follows:

It is a distinct honor to join you on this
occaslon as you pay deserving tribute to the
immortal Abraham Lincoln,
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It is a happy coincidence that this Lincoln
Day Dinner is being held on the birthday of
the first President—the Father of our Coun-
try—George Washington.

For years there have been friendly debates
over the question as to who was the great-
est American—Washington - or Lincoin,
While the issue is still a tople of discussion,
nevertheless, the names of George Washing-
ton and Abraham Lincoln will always be en-
shrined in the hearts of the American people.

This year, the Republican Party through
these Lincoln Day Dinners observes the 148th
anniversary of the birth of the 16th President
of the United States—the martyred Lincoln.

Abraham Lincoln was a self-made man.
A pioneer farm boy, he had barely a full year
of formal schooling. He was truly a man of
the people who worked as a hired man on g
farm, on a flatboat crew, as a rail splitter and
a store clerk. Then he was a storekeeper, a
village postmaster, a surveyor and a soldier.

He owed his outstanding quality of hu-
manity and his deep insight into the hearts
and minds of the people to this training in
the school of real life. Continuing his self-
education, he studied law and entered poli-
tics. He became a fabulous figure as a suc-
cessful trial lawyer in Illinois. He served in
the State legislature and for a term in Con-
gress.

When the Republican Party was founded,
Lincoln became one of its early leaders. He
galned nationwide attention in a series of
debates with Senator Douglas. From this
point he moved forward as a gifted son of
the United States. His feet were planted on
the path of destiny to the Presidency—and
his martyrdom. 2

Lineoln and the Republican Party led the
Nation during the greatest crises any free
government ever endured. Together they
saved the Union and won equality for all
men.

Today Republicanism is In essence the
Republicanism of Abraham Lincoln, It isan
up-to-date application of his enduring prin-
ciples. It is a projection of Lincoln’s princi-
ples into the age of atomic energy, electronics
and guided missiles. Truly, it is 20th cen-
tury application of a faith which was firmly
founded in the age of steam and muskets.

It is a faith based on Lincoln's timeless
statement that:

“The legitimate object of government is
to do for a community of people whatever
they need to have done but cannot do at all
or cannot so well do for themselves in their
separate and individual capacities.

“In all that the people can individually
do as well for themselves government ought
not to interfere.”

This is basic Republicanism. This is—and
always has been—the philosophy of the Re-
publican Party.

President Eisenhower referred to Lincoln's
philosophy last April 3, when speaking on The
Function of Government he said:

“There we try to stick to the old Lincoln-
ian dictum that it is the function of Govern-
ment to do for people those things—(they)
could not do for themselves and to stay out
of things in places where the people can do
things for themselves.

“We would hope, therefore, to have wisdom
in Government to help distinguish the line
beyond which Government should not go and
yet be courageous in doing those things that
it should do.”

This is today’s Republicanism as defined
in the words of President Eisenhower—a Re-
publicanism forged out of time and tested
by the strains and stresses of this atomic
age.

The Elsenhower administration has fol-
lowed this Lincoln philosophy in its actions
and its programs. It has taken to heart Lin-
coln's words: “To us it appears * * * the
best sort of principle * * * the principle of
allowing the people to do as they please with
their own business.”
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The Eisenhower administration has re-
stored the confidence of America in the free-
enterprise system. It has chopped away at
the systems of controls inherited from pre-
vious administrations. It has created a cli-
mate in which free enterprise can function
at its best to bring us prosperity and full
employment.

In the fleld of soclal legislation the Eisen-
hower administration has broadened and in-
creased railroad and civil-service retirement
benefits. New programs have been put into
effect to help our farmers. New loan funds
have been made available to help complete
rural electrification, to improve rural tele-
phone service, to aid small businesses. Funds
have been made avallable to continue guar-
anties on GI mortgages.

A slum-clearance program is going full
blast to make our large cities better places
in which to live.

The Hungarian refugee program is under
way on an expanded basis,

The Eisenhower program for modern high-
ways was enacted—a program of today's Re-
publicanism to meet today’s travel needs.

A modern school construction program re-
mains a prime goal of the Republican Party—
the party of peace, progress, and prosperity.

This forward-looking program of Modern
Republicanism is in keeping with Lincoln's
adminlstration which encouraged the bulld-
ing of railroads to link East with West.

It also provided funds from Federal land
sales for State agricultural and mechanical
colleges—a program constantly trying to de-
termine and solve the needs of all our people.

While doing all of these things, financial
stability has been achieved. We are operat-
ing under a balanced budget—the first in
almost a decade. Much effort has been made
to put the Hoover Commission recommenda-
tions into effect and to add to the efficlency
and economical operation of our Govern=-
ment,

As under Lincoln, the Republican Party
is once again standing firm for the principle
of equal rights for all men. Under the Re-
publicans, today great rtrides are being taken
in the fight against discrimination and in-
justice, The Republican policy of firmness
and strength has gotten us out of one war
and kept us out of others. We have made
no secret diplomatic deals even with our
allies. We stand for the right even when
our friends do wrong. We worked to stop
war in Egypt and are working to keep the

peace.

Another quality inherited from Lincoln is
& deep and ingrained respect for our consti-
tutional republican form of government. As
Lincoln sald in his first inaugural address:

“A majority held in restraint by constitu-
tional checks and limitetions and always
changing easily with deliberate changes of
popular opinion and sentiments is the only
true sovereign of a free people.”

President Eisenhower, in his speech at San
Francisco accepting renomination, sald that
the Republican Party “is the party of long-
range principle not short-term expediency.”
He went on to say that “Our Founding
Fathers showed us how the Federal Govern-
ment could exercise its responsibility for
leadership while stopping short of the kind
of interference that deadens local vigor,
variety, initiative, and imagination.”

This respect for the rules and limits of our
Constitution is typical of the Republican
Party. The Republican Party of today has
retained from Lincoln's time a great qual-
ity—that of moderation. As Lincoln saild,
“Now let us harmonize, my friends, and ap-
peal to the moderation and patriotism of the
people.”

Harmony and moderation are the keynote
of the present Republican administration.

Never have the people of the United States
been so at peace with themselves—so pros-
perous, so satisfled. This Eisenhower admin-
istration—yes; this Republican administra-
tion—has been one of good will to all. The
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pettiness, personal animosities, and appeals
to class hatred of previous administrations
have no part in this one.

What a contrast exists, ladies and gentle-
men, when you compare what took place
during the 20 years under the New Deal and
the Fair Deal. They sought to substitute &
Government-planned and controlled econ-
omy for the free, competitive, private econ-
omy which made this Nation the greatest
wealth-producing nation in the world.

Remember how the New Deal tried to regi-
ment all American industry into codes in a
Government-dominated NRA? Remember
how New Dealers set up Government corpo-
rations in competition with our own citizens
and pressed for Government monopolies over
electric power? Remember how they tried
to spread Government-confrolled TVA's to
other parts of the country in disregard of
State lines and interests?

By piling bureau upon bureau and by ex-
tending the long arm of the Federal Govern-
ment into every activity in the land, the New
Dealers sought to make the farmer, factory
manager, worker, and other large segments
of our population subservient to Federal
decrees and dependent upon Federal hand-
outs.

Remember how the Fair Dealers kept pro-
duction, wage, price, and rent controls long
after the war was over? Remember how they
tried to seize the steel industry, how they
tried to draft railroad workers into the Army
in order to force them back to work, and
how they continuously ralsed taxes on all
our people until the Government's tax bill
demanded a qguarter of the Nation’s income?

Frankly, during the 20 years of Democratic
rule the New Dealers and Fair Dealers had
the Nation on a toboggan slide down the road
to socialism.

Yes, ladies and gentlemen, down the road
to socialism. And even though they were
repudiated at the polls in 1952, and again by
an increasing majority in 1956, yet this same
group of New Dealers and Fair Dealers are
today not only fighting to take over the
Democratie Party, lock, stock, and barrel, but
they are playing the role of a wrecking crew
in their efforts to create disunity within the
ranks of the Republican Party.

Regardless of what the Elsenhower admin-
istration proposes, whether it be a program
for national defense or foreign or domestic
poliey, spokesmen for the New Deal-Fair Deal
forces never miss an opportunity to launch
vicious, personal, and partisan attacks on the
Eisenhower administration in general, and in
particular on President Eisenhower, Vice
President Nixon, and Secretary of State
Dulles.

These self-styled “liberals” who are ex-
perts In the field of political sniping charge
the Eisenhower administration with failure
of foreign policy, especially in the Middle
East; yet former Democratic President Harry
S Truman on last January 1 said:

“If I were now a Member of the Senate,
1 would support the reguest of the Presi-
dent for congressional authority to use the
Armed Forces of the United States against
any Communist or Communist-dominated
aggressor in the Middle East.

“And I would quickly approve granting
him the funds he seeks to extend economic
aid to help the Middle East nations maintain
their independence.’

In the fleld of national defense this New
Deal-Fair Deal wrecking crew charges that
the Eisenhower administration has weakened
our national defenses, yet the military brains
of the Nation have assured the American
people time and time again that the United
States has the greatest concentration of
military force in its peacetime history.

Let me read a recent statement of Repre-
gentative CarL Vinsow, Democrat of Georgia
and chairman of the House Committee on
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Armed Services, of which I am a member,
Chairman Vmnsow said on February 1, 1957:
“The armed services have built not only
strong defenses but have the ability to bring
devastation on any nation that starts a war.
“The Military Establishment,” he said,
“was built for the defense of freedom and
for the purpose of preserving peace, but it is
eapable of waging war, if necessary.”

Echoing the attack they made in last fall's
campaign in regard to the rise in the cost of
living the New Deal-Fair Deal wrecking crew
conveniently forgets that since President
Eisenhower took office in 1953 inflation has
been halted, the increase in the cost of living
has been held to 3.6 percent, the dollar sta-
bilized—and above all, we have full employ-
ment as well as increases in wages and
purchasing power.

Then too, we are at peace with the world,
with the American people accepting the 3.6
percent increase in the cost of living in pref-
erence to the wholesale slaughter of Ameri-
can youth on the battlefields of the world.

The New Deal-Fair Deal wrecking crew
forgets that under Democratic President
Harry 8 Truman the cost of living from April
1945 to December 1952 rose 50 percent and
that during his last term in the White House
the cost of living increased 11 percent.

This same group claims that the Demo-
cratic Party is alone the friend of the com-
mon man. This myth is exploded when you
study the tax record of the Democratic Party
which shows that when they took over the
Government of the United States in 1933 a
married man with 2 children paid $68 in
Federal income tax if he had an income of
$5,000—but in 1952, when the Democratic
rule ended, he was paying $461, or nearly 7
times as much. Since 1952, the Republican
Party has granted two tax reductions which
returned to the pockets of the wage earner
and his family 2 out of every $3 granted in
tax rellef.

So, ladies and gentlemen, you can wuse
your own judgment as to which political
party is really the friend of the so-called
common man.

The vicious personal and partisan attacks
that led to twisting and distorting facts
proved futile in last fall's campalgn when the
Democrats could not find a real issue they
could use against the team of Eisenhower
and Nmxon despite the fact that during the
Democratic-controlled 84th Congress they
launched 218 congressional investigations
and inquiries at a cost of nearly £914 million.

The present Democratic-controlled 85th
Congress is at it again and to date has appro-
priated nearly $3 million for all sorts of in-
vestigations on every phase of Government
as administered by President Eisenhower and
his Republican administration. These in-
vestigations are designed to develop issues
to be used against the Republican Party In
the 1958 congressional campalgns.

In mentioning 1958, let me emphasize its
Importance because it has a twofold signifi-
cance to every resident of Pennsylvania.
First, we have to rid our State capital of the
Leader administration by electing a Repub-
lican Governor and giving him a supporting
Republican State legislature. Secondly, we
have to elect a Republican United States
Senator and Republican Members of the
House of Representatives to support Presi-
dent Elsenhower.

If our efforts are successful In 1958, our
success will mean the end to divided govern-
ment in Harrisburg where we have a Demo-
cratic Governor and a Republican legisla-
ture—and in Washington where we have a
Republican President and a Democratic
Congress.

Experience over the years has proved that
a divided Government does not function in
the best interests of the American people.

Having mentioned 1958 as a crucial elec-
tion year, let me make a few tlmely observa-
tions. To begin with, we are going to be
faced with a militant Democratic Party
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headed by Governor Leader and gloating over
its victory last fall in electing a Democratic
Congress including Democratic Senator from
Pennsylvania despite President Eisenhower's
impressive victory.

Do you know that a study of the 1958 elec-
tion results reveals that Republican congres-
sional candidates last November ran over 7
million votes behind the 35% million ballots
cast for President Eisenhower?

In plain words, ladies and gentlemen, over
T million voters who favored President Elsen-
hower did not even bother to vote for Re-
publican congressional candidates.

This fact is alarming mainly because in
1958 we will not have President Eisenhower
on the ticket. In other words, we Republi-
eans will have to row the political boat alone.
This situation hurls a challenge at the Re-
publican Party. Mark you, to meet this chal-
lenge face-to-face we must rededicate our-
selves to Republican principles and especially
the Eisenhower brand of Modern Republi-
canism. In so doing, let us resolve to spend
more time and effort at the precinct level
in the education of voters on the objectives
and accomplishments of the Republican
Party.

Let us elect to public office Republicans in
whom the voters have absolute confidence
and respect. In short, let us become politi-
cal missionaries by preaching the gospel of
true Republicanism, thus building a more
vigorous and dynamic Republican Party.

Ladies and gentlemen, we can take pardon-
able pride in the fact that the Republican
Party—the party of Abraham Lincoln—Is the
party of the future. If is growing in strength
because it is attracting to its ranks thinking
men and women of all political faiths.

In its early days a large percentage of the
founders of the Republican Party from all
walks of life were former Democrats who felt
that their old party was not true to its orig-
inal ideals and who, therefore, turned to the
Republican Party as the true party of the
people. In recent years, as more and more
Americans felt that the party of their choice
was not living up to its principles, the Re-
publican vote for President rose from less
than 17 million in 1936 to more than 3514
million in 19586.

Many of these Americans are going the full
distance and becoming active in the ranks
of the Republican Party which more nearly
meets their ideals. The Republican Party
welcomes all Americans to its ranks to par-
ticipate in the building of a better future—
a future in the true tradition of Abraham
Lincoln.

The up-to-date application of Lincoln
principles under sound Republican leader-
ship has brought peace, prosperity, and
progress to America. The United States is
the strongest hope of a troubled world. Be=-
cause of this the points of agreement be-
tween Americans are growing stronger every
day under the principles of Republicanism.
Differences are settled by ballots, not by
bullets. Never before in the history of the
world have so many of the good things of
life been shared in such abundance by so
many Americans. America's progress is of a
material and spiritual nature and is reflected
by new homes—new factories—new autos—
a greater interest in religion—and a stronger
determination for peace.

Therefore, on this occasion, as we com-
memorate the 148th anniversary of the birth
of the immortal Abraham Lincoln, let us
face the future with renewed confidence be-
cause of the realization that, as Republicans,
we have gone far toward living up to Lin-
coln's words:

“With malice toward none—with charity
for all—with firmness in the right, as God
gives us to see the right, let us sfrive on to
finish the work we are iIn * * * to do all
which may achieve and cherish a just and
lasting peace among ourselves and all na-
tions.”
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A National Grammar Commission

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
HON. HARLAN HAGEN

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 26, 1957

Mr. HAGEN. Mr. Speaker, I have in-
troduced legislation which would estab-
lish a National Grammar Commission
to be appointed by the President with
the advice and consent of the Senate
which shall have the usual prerogative of
a national commission and a specific
purpose to be carried out. In this in-
stance, the purpose is that of research
into the rules of spelling and grammar
deemed to be desirable for use of the
English language in the United States.
The product of such research would be
the establishment of an official diction-
ary of reformed spelling and grammar.
Once established, this dictionary would
serve as the directive for the reproduc-
tion of material by the United States
Government and its officials and em-
ployees with the hope that usages estab-
lished would become common in our so-
ciety generally.

This legislation was introduced by me
at the request of Mr. Homer Wood, of
Porterville, Calif. Mr. Wood is presently
the publisher of a daily newspaper in
that city. In addition to his newspaper
experience, he has in his background a
qualification to practice law and experi-
ence in the administration of courts.
For some time he has been concerned
with the problems created by the inade-
quacies of our grammar and spelling.
He is convinced that the establishment of
a more scientific system of spelling and
grammar would result in a saving of tens
of millions of dollars and would ease con-
siderably the burden of our educators
with a correlative improvement in the
language usage habits of our citizens.
The proposal has received wide publicity
already.

I am convinced that there is much
merit in it. Neither Mr. Wood nor my-
self visualize that such a commission
would establish a complete new method
of spelling, phonetic or otherwise, or the
abandonment of a substantial portion of
our rules of grammar. The commission
would make its attack on the most ob-
vious inadequacies of our language usage.
In other words, the proposals of the first
grammar commission would be mod-
erate. Experience would demonstrate to
what extent more radical changes in our
language usage would be desirable, but
the initial effort would be modest accord-
ing to my conception. The proposal
contained in my bill is not original be-
cause efforts have been made in the past
in various quarters to rationalize lan-
guage usage which I will give you briefly
from the history of such efforts and from
the justifications announced in the past.

In 1550, the poet Ronsard said:

Thou shouldst not put any letters In words
if thou dost not pronounce them.

Since that time, scholars and learned
men of every generation have attempted
to simplify the spelling of the language.
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English, which in most respects is con-
sidered a relatively simple language to
master, has the most difficult spelling of
all. Down through the years, there have
been attempts to simplify other lan-
guages such as Dutch, French, Nor-
wegian, and Spanish.

V/hy is such a reform desirable? Re-
form, when it means improvement, is al-
ways desirable. Spelling reform would
tend to give the language greater uni-
formity in pronunciation. It would save
time, space, labor, and money. The
question of economy is more far-reach-
ing than we might suppose. It occurs
day after day and year after year in
many countless ways. Think of the
hours that a child wastes in school learn-
ing to read—hours that could be saved
by easier reading. Think of the hours
wested in learning to spell words in
which letters and the pronunciation are
entirely different. The battle with spell-
ing does not end there. It is a continu-
ous process through life—keeping up and
perfecting the knowledge of spelling. It
means countless hours wasted at the dic-
tionary consulting the spelling of a word.
Then, too, he spends much time in the
needless task of writing silent letters.
The cost of printing the silent letters
runs into the millions of dollars for each
generation. Yet, many people defend
silent letters by pleading their advantage
in the study of etymology. That ety-
mologies would be obscured by the use of
simplified spelling is not true. The fact
is that etymologies would be clarified—
few would be obscured and none would
be lost. Finally, the present system of
spelling is a hindrance in modern educa-
tion. It is difficult for a child to learn
and difficult for the teacher to teach. A
simplified system would save many
teaching hours. It would have greater
rewards for the child and hence would be
of greater interest to him. All of these
arguments have been set forth many
times. Because they are true, they can-
not be repeated too often.

Other languages have adopted reforms
in spelling. Because of the differences
of writing and printing methods used in
the various parts of Germany a confer-
ence of delegates was held at Dresden
in October 1872. Dr. Falk, the Prussian
Minister of Education, proposed that
Professor von Raumer should prepare a
report on the need for reform. The re-
forms were prepared, sent to the various
governments and then submitted to a
ministerial commission composed of Von
Raumer and 11 other scholars. The
commission met in January 1876 and,
with certain modifications, approved the
reforms. The reformed spelling was
then required to be taught in all schools.

In Denmark, in the 1800°s the reform
movement resulted in an official deeree
confirming certain regulations. This de-
cree, however, was not made obligatory.

Spain has been designated as one of
the languages with the simplest forms
of spelling. In 1741 the Spanish Acad-
emy laid down the principles for the
spelling of Spanish.

Pronunciation must have for its sole and
universal rule, that by it alone there can
always be known with what letter the sound
should be written. (La pronunciacién se
debe tener por regla tinica v universal siempre
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que por ella sola se puede conocer con gue
letra se ha de escribir la voz.)

More recently, the French Government
has requested a report on spelling and
other grammar reforms for their native
language. In 1950 the Conseil Supérieur
de I'Education Nationale requested that
such a report be made, and the findings
of the Commission de Réforme were
made public in 1952. The commission
was headed by M. A. Beslais, director of
primary education for all France. The
report includes the recommendation that
what Beslais calls ‘“parasite conso-
nants”—that is, silent letters—be thrown
out altogether. In addition, the report
recommends that certain letters be
dropped and others substituted in the
alphabet. M. Beslais says that there is
no reason for children in this modern
day and age to spell words the same way
that their grandparents spelled them.
Children of today have too much to
learn. The report quotes the decree of
the Conseil Supérieur de 'Education Na-
tionale of 1901, which said that toler-
ance should be shown to any student
who used poor spelling on his exams
provided that the student showed in-
telligence. M. Beslais further stated
that the reforms should be started with
the children entering in the first grade
and not with adults. In conformance
with the decree of 1901, tolerance would
be shown for student use of simplified
spelling in the higher grades. The re-
port states:

In 10 years, reformed spelling will have
an existence parallel to the orthography of
today and in a generation it will have prac-
tieally eliminated it.

In addition to the spelling reform,
the report also deals with the reform of
some rules of grammar which might
have an even greater effect than the
proposed spelling changes., But before
these reforms go into effeet, they must
be approved by the Conseil Supérieur de
IEducation Nationale.

There have been several reform move-
ments for the English language, both in
spelling and other forms of grammar.
In the late 1800’s, 130 British school
boards petitioned the education depart-
ment for a Royal Commission to study
the matter. The British Social Secience
Association, the Philological Society of
England, the American Philological As-
sociation, and the Spelling Reform As-
sociation asked for reforms. In 1877, the
State Teachers’ Association of New York
appointed a committee to ask the State
legislature to create a commission to
study reform spelling. In 1878, a peti-
tion in favor of reform spelling was pre-
sented to the Senate and the House of
Representatives.

Many prominent men have advocated
spelling reform in the English language.
Among these are Theodore Roosevelt,
George Bernard Shaw, and Colonel Rob-
ert McCormick.

In 1906, Theodore Roosevelt had the
following to say about the proposed spell-
ing reform:

Most of the criticism of the proposed step
is evidently made in entire ignorance of
what the step is, no less than in entire

ignorance of the very moderate and common-
sense views as to the purposes to be achieved,
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which views are so excellently set forth in
the circulars to which I have referred. There
is not the slightest intention to do any-
thing revolutionary or initiate any far-reaci-
ing policy.

%ll:ey ?:epresent nothing in the world but
a very slight extension of the unconsclous
movement which has made agricultural im=-
plement makers and farmers write “plow” in-
stead of “plough”; which has made most
Americans write “honor' without the some-
what absurd, superfluious “u”; and which
is even now making people write “program™
without the “me."”

It is not an attack on the language of
Shakespeare and Milton, because it is in
some instances a going back to the forms
they used, and in others merely the ex-
tension of changes which, as regards other
words, have taken place since their time.

It is not an attempt to do anything far-
reaching or sudden or violent, or indeed
anything very great at all. It is merely
an attempt to cast what slight weight can
properly be cast on the side of the popular
forces which are endeavoring to make our
spelling a little less foolish and fantastic.

George Bernard Shaw was a life-
long advocate of simplified spelling,
punctuation, orthography, and phonet-
ics. He advocated the use of spaced
letters instead of italics. Shaw wrote
many articles on the subject, some of
which are as follows: A Plea for Speech
Nationalization, the Morning Leader,
August 22, 1901; The Dying Tongue of
Great Elizabeth, the Saturday Review,
February 11, 1905; and Orthography of
the Bomb, the Times, December 27, 1945.

Col. Robert McCormick used many of
the simplified spelling rules in his news-
paper, the Chicago Tribune, all during
the time that he controlled the newspa-
per. He was a firm believer in the bene-
fits derived from simplified spelling.

One other report in connection with
grammar reform that should be cited is
the Joint Committee on Grammatical
Nomenclature. This committee was ap-
pointed by the National Education Asso-
ciation, the Modern Language Associa=
tion of America, and the American Phil-
ological Association. Its report was first
published in 1913 and reprinted in 1929,
In the report, it states the following con-
cerning its purpose:

The adoption of a system of identlcal no-
menclature for identical phenomena in all
the languages of our family which the stu-
dent may take up, with its natural accom=-
paniment of dlﬂering nomenclature at the
points where the phenomena differ, would
have the effect of making these differences
stand out more sharply in his mind.

* * » And it is believed, therefore, not
only that the acceptance of the system rec-
ommended will at once lead to a state of
things much more satisfactory than the
present one, but also that the greater part of
the system will successfully stand the test of
future thought; while the general use of it
will at the same time direct attention more
sharply upon points at which its results may
at some future day be bettered. T

If we look at the grammar books of to-
day, we find that the nomenclature used
differs from textbook to textbook. It is
true that there is a greater degree of con-
formity than in the past, but a uniform
system still has never been adopted.

Much has been written on the subject
of reform in the past. Reform is still be=
ing advocated by the scholars of today.
Yet nothing has been done about making
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official recommendations for reform. A
National Grammar Commission, author-
ized by the Government, would have that
power. It would make our grammar as
much a part of this modern age in which
we live as has modern industry.

United States Foreign Policy Today and
Tomorrow

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. MIKE MANSFIELD

OF MONTANA
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
Tuesday, February 26, 1957

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, on
February 11 the distinguished minority
leader, the senior Senator from Cali-
fornia [Mr. KnowLanp] inaugurated the
first of a series of lectures at Georgetown
University. The lectures are a part of
the Father Edmund A. Walsh lecture
series. On that occasion the distin-
guished minority leader made a speech,
which I believe to be entitled not only to
the consideration of this body, but also
to the consideration of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the country as a whole.
As usual, he was constructive and fair-
minded, and he laid before the American
people a proposition for their considera-
tion.

Mr. President, on last evening I had
the opportunity and the honor of follow-
ing the distinguished senior Senator
from California, at which time I spoke
on the subject “United States Foreign
Policy Today and Tomorrow.” I ask
unanimous consent that the speech I
made last evening at Georgetown Uni-
versity be printed in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD.

There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

UNTTED STATES FOREIGN PoLICY TODAY AND
TOMORROW

(Address by Senator Mike MANSFIELD, Demo-
crat, Montana, Father Edmund A, Walsh
lecture series, Georgetown Unliversity,
February 25, 1957)

More than 35 years ago the late Father
Edmund A. Walsh saw the fulfillment of a
dream for which he had labored with stead-
fastness of purpose and great energy. It
was the foundation at Georgetown University
of the school of Forelgn Service which now,
fittingly, bears his name.

The circumstances of its birth are familiar
to you all, A terrible war had ended. Father
Walsh recognized the demands which coming
events would make upon the intellectual re-
sources of the Nation. He properly esti-
mated the importance of having an Informed
citizenry and a trained and dedicated per-
sonnel to discharge the responsibilities of
this country in the cause of world peace,

Yet Father Walsh could not have antlicl-
pated the extent to which the life of our
people was to be dominated by the subject
of foreign policy, or the scope of its develop-
ment. The world is quite a different place
today from what it appeared 35 years ago.
When I was a student, our problems, our
interests were predominantly local or na-
tional. We were concerned almost exclu-
slvely with domestic matters. The United
States was an immense country, so immense
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that even what happened on the west coast
touched the east but lightly. Owur relations
with foreign governments were for the very
few who were qualified to understand the
meaning of incidents around the globe.

Today one has only to look at the curricu-
lum of the average university to appreciate
the extent of our preoccupation with foreign
affalrs. Main Street knows, and insists on
knowing, why Washington proceeds in one
way or another; for Main Street is directly
affected by decisions on countless matters
to which, a few decades ago, it paid little or
no attentlon. Areas of the world which were
merely places in a book are common topics of
conversation, because they are vital to our
national interest.

Foreign policy has become the business
of everyone. And it is just about the biggest
business of our Government right now. Na-
tional defense, commerce, and agriculture
are all involved in the determination of our
policy toward other nations. Tangible
proof of this regularly comes across my desk.

A few days ago I recelved a routine distri-
bution of Department of State press releases,
One of these dealt with an agreement for
the sale of United States surplus agricultural
commodities to Eorea under Public Law 480.
The purpose of this agreement was to assist
in stabilizing the Korean grain market and
the entire Korean price structure. Defense
equipment will be procured by the EKorean
currency generated in the transaction.

Another press release informed me that
the United States and Mexico had reached
agreement on the use of standard band radio
broadcasting channels. Another set forth
the latest facts concerning the failure by the
Chinese Communists to release imprisoned
Americans, as they had undertaken to do.
Still another contained word that the Italian
Government had notified the United States
of its intention to limit the export of velve-
teens to this country during 1857 to 1.37
million square yards.

Now, this was only one day's announce-
ments. But observe the broad range of sub-
jects involving issues of foreign policy, which
bear directly on activities of our people
within the United States. Decisions of our
Government in the field of foreign relations
reach down into every corner and crossroad
of the country, affecting the farmer, the
blouse manufacturer, the dairy producer, the
watchmaker, the wheat rancher, the radio
broadcaster. This trend will grow, as the
world is more closely knit together, as tech-
nology advances and as the major problems
of each nation are identified with the prob-
lems of every other nation. In the past 10
years we have concluded almost 2,000 agree-
ments with other governments on matters
of mutual concern,

If the United States is to be equipped ad-
equately to meet these problems, our reser-
voir of human talent will have to be enlarged.
There will be more and more demands for
trained personnel in overseas posts. At the
present time there are approximately 100,000
Americans working abroad. If current trends
continue, it is not unlikely that in another
25 years that figure will reach 200,000.

Yet before the Second World War the aver-
age college graduate gave hardly a thought to
utilizing his special training in foreign coun-
tries. The opportunities inviting him abroad
today are so many and so attractive, even
apart from the career Foreign Service, that
they should not be overlooked in the plan-
ning of a graduate’s future. As the inter-
course of nations widen, the burden of uni-
versities to feed this reservoir will grow
heavier. We are already feeling the pinch,
in a shortage of those skills we should like
to make available to other governments—par-
ticularly engineering—under the point 4 pro=
gram.

The development of a competent corps of
overseas personnel, and particularly of the
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career service, is a most vital matter for the
future of this Nation.

No policy, no matter how brilllantly con-
ceived, can be effective unless it is executed
with skill. Even more important the actual
policy which is adopted will, in large meas-
ure, be determined by the resourcefulness,
ability, and gquality of the men and women
who represent the United Btates Government
in the field. This is what is meant when it is
sometimes said that foreign policy is made
by the cables to the Department of State. To
a considerable degree this is true. ¥Yet, as
impelling and compulsive as those cables may
be, it is what the Secretary of State does with
them which, in final analysis will measure
the sucecess or failure of a policy. The free-
dom of action they permit may often be
very restricted. Yet within those narrow
limits, a decision must be made, and made
correctly. Peace and war may hinge upon it.
Certainly the recent events of the Middle
East have evidence how true this is.

To an outsider, to one not in a position to
appraise all the facts, the policy indicated in
a particular situation may seem to offer no
difficulty. The question may appear clearcut,
black and white, an epen and shut case.

But things are not always what they
seem—not even in foreign relations. We
cannot always do what we might like to do.
Let me cite just one example: During the last
gesslon Congress received mounting pro-
tests from eastern cotton blouse and shirt
manufacturers against ruinous competition
from Japanese exporters. The Japanese were
able to market their finished product here
for about one-fourth of what identical eotton
goods could be sold in this country. Some
American plants had already closed down in
consequence. And so, pressures grew for an
increase in tariff rates against the Japanese
blouses. A simple and obvious solution—or
so it seemed.

But when the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations held hearings on a bill introduced for
that purpose, we found it was not so simple
or obvious. Japan was manufacturing shirts
from cotton imported from the United States.
In fact, Japan has been the largest single ex-
port market for American cottongrowers. To
deny the Japanese the American market
would have inflicted serious injury upon
American agriculture. A particular segment
of industry would have been protected at the
expense of a much larger branch of our agri-
culture. The Carclina shirtmakers—and I
might add, a great many newspapers—eould
see only a local consequence, not the over-
riding national interest on which the policy
decision had to be based. Their remedy
might well have been worse than the disease.
Happlly, Japan by a self-imposed guota on
exports to this country has partially relieved
the tension.

I have oversimplified this illustration for
convenience. But there was a more subtle
point invelved. We were not only dealing
with a tariff and trade problem. Indirectly,
had the bill passed we would have been tink-
ering with the national security. It is, of
course, to our interest that Japan should find
an adequate outlet for her exports, if it is to
maintain a viable economy. Unless Japan
can do business with the West and the so-
called neutralist powers, it may be forced to
draw closer to the Communist trade orbit.
Such may well prove to be the ultimate out-
come, in any event; and I do not wish to
imply that American business should be sac-
rificed to the trade requirements of another
Government. I merely mention this as one
of the many veiled elements in what, on the
surface, appeared to be a relatively uncom-
plicated problem.

I do not believe that ever before in our
history, at least in peacetime, have we been
so preoccupled with the security of the
United States, as we have been during the
past 10 years. The quest for national se-
curity preempts almost every other issue in
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the life of our country; directly or indirectly
it cuts across both domestic and foreigm
policies. It dominates the budget; it is a
brake upon atomic progress for peaceful pur-
poses; it is the principal cause for the growth
in the national debt, the drop in the value
of our dollar, and the burden of taxatiom
which you and I must carry. And, most re-
grettably, there is little on the visible hori-
zon to encourage the hope that the search
for security will not continue to be the prin-
cipal concern of American foreign policy for
the next decade. The general elements in
that policy are, as you well know, support
for the United Nations, the system of regional
defense pacts capped by NATO and the Rio
Treaty, and our forelgn-aid program. All
these have the same predominant purpose—
security.

We are all aware that the broad lines of
our foreign policy have been conditioned
for the past 10 years by the designs of the
Soviet Government. And as long as that
Government seeks control over the rest of the
world, it will not be possible for the people
of the United States to cultivate with the
people of Russia those bonds of human
friendships which could enrich their exist-
ence and ours. Years in advance of most of
his contemporaries, Father Walsh, who visited
Russia not long after the revolution, sounded
a warning to this country of the peril which
the Soviet Union offered.

We have seen a reflection of that peril in
Hungary. That tragic episode has caused &
worldwide reappraisal of a principal source
of Soviet power. It is recognized to a larger
degree than ever before throughout the
world that this source is naked force. It is
clearer now that in the satellite countries, at
least, Soviet control is maintalned largely
by force of arms or threat of force. Given any
kind of a chance, the oppressed peoples of
central Europe will Mght the flame of free-
dom egain and again.

The emergence of Russia as the most pow-
erful nation in Eurcpe and Asia has com-
pelled & course of action upon the United
States and a preoccupation with the prob-
lems of other nations which would have
been unthinkable a few decades ago. And
yet it is not, in my view, necessarily the most
significant long-range political development
of recent years insofar as our policy is con-
cerned. Nor is the emergence of China as
an industrial society, nor indeed the effect
of atomic energy on woarld relations.

I think one of the most shattering events
in our time so far as United States foreign
policy is concerned, has been the impact of
developments affecting the United Kingdom.
For it was Britain during the 18th and
early 20th century that played the role of
world policeman; and it is no mere accident
that this period coincided with what now
seems like the golden age of international
law and order. By and large, an agreement
between nations then was meant to be kept.
It was not a treacherous artifice employed to
bring down & government's guard, an instru-
ment of hostility bound with a red ribbon.
The sanctity it received was undoubtedly due
to the fact that the nations of Europe re-
spected their heritage of Christian morality
in a manner foreign to the Soviet tradition.
Indeed, the Soviets have taken advantage of
this very heritage.

Because the relative decline of British
power has occurred in our lifetime, its nlti-
mate effects may appear more obscure than
they very likely will to a historian 650 years
hence. To this country, however, it has al-
ready meant a vast increase In worldwide
responsibilities. You have only to glance at
a map of the world to see some of its im-
mediate consequences. One of these conse-
quences We can see right now, in the Middle
East.

Before I go any further into that matter,
let me make one thing clear. During the last
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15 years, the execumve branch under both
Republicans and Democrats has frequently
invoked the so-called principle of bipartisan-
ship to obtain congressional backing for
the conduct of foreign relations. I do not
view bipartisanship—or, more aeccurately,
nonpartisanship—other than as eooperation
with the President on policy proposals which
merit cooperation. It does not, and it can-
not, signify blind acceptance of any policy
merely because the Executive tells us it is &
good policy and that it is needed. Nor does
it signify announcing a policy first, then in-
forming econgressional leaders afterward.
This administration, as administrations be-
fore it, can make unwise decisions. And
Members of Congress have a duty to the
American people to criticize constructively,
and oppeose any policy which does not seem
to them to serve the national interest.

I would like to emphasize the word “con-
structively.” For the purpose of criticism
of our foreign policy must be fo make it a
better policy if the national interests are to
be served.

Yesterday morning we had an example of
responsibility when Secretary Dulles met—
for 2 hours—with the congressional leader=
ship to discuss amendments to the Mid-East
Resolution and the guestion of sanctions.
The meeting was both fruitful and worth
while. Mr. Dulles is to be commended for
the frankness and understanding he dis-
played.

Last week we had another example of the
effectiveness of genuine bipartisanship or
what I prefer to call responsible cooperation
between the President and Congress. You
will recall that President Eisemhower con-
ferred with members of both parties at the
White House on the crisis in the Middle East.
I attended this serious, nonpolitical confer-
ence on matters which affect the vital inter-
ests of all the people of the United States.
There was a free and frank exchange of ideas.
Members of Congress came away with a bet-
ter understanding of the situation which
confronts us In the Middle East. On his
part, the President obtained the views of
members of both parties. This meeting last
week, and the Dulles meeting on yesterday,
may well mark a new start in the field of
responsible cooperation between the execu-
tive and legislative branches of our Govern-
ment.

On the night of the meeting last week,
the President, in response to a suggestion by
the distinguished Senator RusseLL of Georgla,
addressed the entire Nation. In his speech,
Mr. Eisenhower made clear for the first time
the scope and gravity of the situation in the
Middle East. I do not agree with all of the
propositions which he advanced, It is not
necessary to agree with all of them, however,
in order to recognize in his address the be-
ginnings of a more intelligible policy directed
at the problems of the Middle East. Because
he had spoken with Members of Congress,
the President was in a far better position to
talk not only to the people of the United
States but to the people of the Middle East
and the world as well. That was because, In
calling the conference which preceded his
speech, the President was availing himself
of & cross-section of both party and regional
leadership.

May I say at this point that there is, I
belleve, a somewhat mistaken concept that
the Democratic Party is run by only one
gection of the country, by the South alone,
or more specifically by Texas alone. That is
a tribute to the distinguished services to the
party and the responsible cooperation of
Lynpon Jomnnsow, the majority leader in the
Senate, and Mr. Sam RAYBURN, the Speaker
in the House. Those gentlemen, I am sure,
would be the first to point out that there
can be no eflective leadership of a great
national party without participation of all
sections of the country. And all sections of
the country are in fact represented in the
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Jeadership of the Democratic Party in Con-
gress. That leadership in the Senate, in ad=
dition to Lynpow JonwnsowN of Texas, 1s com=
posed of Caru HAYDEN of Arizona, our dis-
tinguished President pro tempore, the Secre=
tary of the Democratic Conference, the very
able Tom HenNINGS of Missouri, and myself
as party whip. In the House of Representa-
tives, the party is guided not only by Mr.
RAYBURN but by the outstanding majority
leader, JouN McCorMmacKk of Massachusetts,
and CArL ALBERT, the very capable whip from
Oklahoma,

1s there any merit at all in nonpartisan
support of foreign policy? In the proper
sense, I think there is. The most obvious
advantage, of course, is that it presents to
the outside world a united front on vital
issues, to obtain the maximum effect where
desired.

With the kind of problems we now face,
however, it has become increasingly evident
that unity on a national, nonpartisan basis
is not enough. The point has been reached
where something akin to an international
nonpartisanship must be developed. By this
I mean that more effective relationship must
be achieved between ourselves and friendly
democracies, so that we may avold a repeti-
tion of the appalling sequence we have wit-
nessed in the Suez area. There are more
rewarding pastimes than to continue our in-
credible unpopularity contest with the So-
viets in France and England.

Policles of the Western democracles during
the past few years and particularly with
respect to the Middle East question have
given the appearance of a kind of diplomratic
Tower of Babel. It is time for all to try to
act with something approaching a singleness
of purpose, even if we cannot speak with one
tongue, If we are to avoid further disaster.
In this respect, the Communist orbit has
one important advantage. It knows where it
is going. That has repeatedly been made
clear to us, just as Hitler's purposes were
made clear in Mein Eampf. In contrast, the
United States and its Western allies have had
little common perception of where we are
going, and still less of an agreed idea on how
to get there. If we had, some of the recent
defeats might have been avolded. What is
even worse, too many of us ao not seem to
be aware that we have suffered these defeats
at all. It is in this, I belleve, that the real
danger lies.

If we compare the relative position of the
United States—and the West—with the So-
viet Union, we will have to concede that the
Western position has deteriorated. Any-
one who doubts this need only review on the
map the gains made by the Soviets, at the
expense of the West. The most recent of
these, after two centuries of effort, was in
the Middle East. The Comnrunists are in
there with both feet, without the use of mil-
itary force, and despite the so-called north-
ern tler defense system. If reports con-
cerning the Syrian arms buildup are correct,
the Kremlin may well have succeeded in
turning the flank of the Baghdad nations
without firing a shot. This paramount fac-
tor is going to influence and direct our policy
action in that area for the foreseeable future,

What is most tragle about this crisis is
that it did not descend upon us suddenly.
There was every reason to anticipate it; and
there was a great deal we might have done
to prevent it. It had been germinating for
several years, ever since the Israell-Egyptian
armistice agreement of 1949, 3

For the United States, it is a sorry illus-
tration of the failure of a policy—or rather
a lack of policy—since our aberrations in this
area hardly qualify as a policy. There has
been temporizing. Politics, domestic and in-
ternational, have been played. We have done
everything, so it seems to me, except face up
to the problem and take the minimal steps
necessary to keep peace in the Middle East.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

It is all very well to say; as has been said
by the admrinistration, that we seek our
answer to the difficult problems of the Mid-
dle East through the United Nations. And it
is all very well to find, as a distinguished,
able and outstanding Republican Senator, a
man of great integrity, did find in discussions
before this group, that the United Nations
has fundamental weaknesses. I think we
can agree—I know that I do—with both the
administration and Senator ENowLAND. The
administration, as it says, has certainly
placed a large part of our trust in the United
Nations to solve the Middle East dilemma.
And the United Nations, in dealing with this
and other problems, as Senator ENOWLAND
says, has displayed basic inadequacies.

Both the administration and Senator
EKnowLAND, in my opinion, are correct but
where does that leave us? If we are going
to find the answer to this question, I believe
we have to start by accepting the premise
of the President and the very able and hard-
working Secretary of State that peace, sta-
bility, and the preservation of the inde-
pendence of the nations of the Middle East
is in cour vital national interests. We ought
then ask ourselves whether we were correct
in entrusting such a large measure of the
defense of our vital interests in the Middle
East to the Unlted Nations which as Senator
EnowLAND correctly says, has basic structural
weaknesses?

Where, then, do we go from there? It
seems to me that we must either reassume
part of the defense of those interests our-
selves or seek to correct some of the basic
structural weaknesses in the United Nations.
I regret to say that I have seen no evidence
of an eagerness on the part of the executive
branch of the Government to do one or the
other.

On the contrary, that branch seems willing
to content itself on the one hand with
sending to Congress an urgent resolution
which on its own admission is directed at
no immediate danger or difficulty in the
Middle East. On the other hand, it con-
tinues to rely solely on the United Nations
in dealing with the immediate and difficult
problems of that area.

That seems to me to be a formula for
inertia, for drift, dodge, and delay and ulti-
mately for disaster. It is a policy which
would make the United Nations the scape-
goat for our irresponsibility. A scapegoat
may relleve the executive branch of a sense
of frustration in this situation, but it will
hardly serve the interest of the United States.
Either the Middle East is or is not vital to
these interests. If it is, as the President
says it is, then we had better defend those
interests through the United Nations or
otherwise.

The tendency to impose tasks on the
United Nations beyond its capacities, then
to bemoan the inadequacies of that organi-
zation but to take no initiative in their cor-
rection can ultimately bring us to only one
end. This tendency, if persisted in, will
eventually destroy even the limited capacity
which the United Nations now possesses for
constructive action. Before we are much
further along this road, I think we had better
stop for a moment to consider the conse-
quences. I think we had better decide
whether 1t is in the interests of the United
States—our long-range interests—to con-
tinue in that direction.

My own view is that it is a highly dan-
gerous direction. It is not, as some may
think, the road of return to a secure national
isolation. Scientific developments of the
past two decades have closed off all roads
back in that direction. Rather, it is the road
to isolated internationalism; it is the road
to the disastrous delusion of omnipotent
national power,

The position I have assumed with regard
to the President's proposal on the Middle
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East is related very directly to this matter.
I have been critical of this proposal. While
I accepted the premise on which it is based,
namely, that developments in the Middle
East involve the vital interests of the United
States, I do not accept fully the manner in
which the President has proposed to pro-
tect them.

It has seemed to me that two basic steps
are essential if these interests are to be pro-
tected. First, we must be prepared to reas-
sume that portion of the responsibility which
we have shifted to the United Nations which
is beyond its present capacity; and, I may add
parenthetically, that within our Government
we must apportion the reassumed responsi-
bility as between the executive branch and
Congress more strictly in accord with the
Constitution so as to avoid a misuse of power.
Second, we must be prepared to enlarge the
capacity of the United Nations to discharge
responsibilities in the Middle East and else-
where if the enlargement can be brought
about. To that end I have proposed an
amendment to the President's resolution
which would make clear our support of the
United Nations Emergency Force in the Mid-
dle East as a force for peace in that area. I
have also proposed an amendment which
would make clear our initiative in seeking
international control of the present unre-
stricted arms traffic in the Middle East, one
of the principal causes of the tenslon in that
region,

The Western Nations face a serlous pre-
dicament in the Middle East and we are not
entirely without responsibility for it. Today
Suez is In hostile hands—that is, hands hos-
tile to the West. French strength is dis-
persed in Algeria, bogged down in a revolt.
The British are gone from the canal area—
with our encouragement—without retaining
adequate guaranties for freedom of maritime
transit. The supply of Europé’s vital fuel is
thus delivered over to the caprice of one Mid-
dle Eastern nation, which has yet to display
a sense of its international responsibility.
With the current drain on world shipping re-
sulting from this situation, where would we
be if another Korea broke out somewhere in
the world? Is there not something incon-
gruous in a policy which produces this kind
of a result, a policy which allenates our
friends and invites the Soviets to give aid to
the Arab nations?

No American can take satisfaction over this
unhappy record. Recriminations over how
we got to the present point would be futile,
On the other hand, an examination of the
steps which, under Democratic and Repub-
lican administrations, led to the disaster,
could contribute to the formulation of future
policy. What is essential is that we should
recognize what has happened for what it
really is—a serious setback for the West.
And we must begin without delay to repair
the damage,

With respect to the Arab World, further
penetration by the Soviet Union is not only
possible but inevitable unless we bring our
energies to a solution of the issues which
have plagued the Middle East since 1948;
unless we base our actions upon principle and
not upon expediency; and unless we can per-
suade all the nations in the Middle East that
we have no desire to replace Britain and
France in the vacuum we helped to create.

It must, instead, be made clear to them,
by every means at our command, that our
objective is the preservation of their inde-
pendence—and not necessarily only their in-
dependence of Russian communism. That
is the menace today. Tomorrow the menace
may arise elsewhere.

With respect to Western Europe, it is
imperative to restore the former confidence
which has been shattered and to rebuild
the foundations of mutual understanding.
This applies to all relations with our allies,
including their problems with dependent
territories. It is well and good to support
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bona fide nationalist movements and the
natural desire of peoples to be independent.
Let us take care, however, to avoid paths
which conflict with our vital interests.

Of the many lines of action we might fol-
low there is one that should be pursued
immediately. I believe we should do what
we can to enable Europe to reassert its
former influence in the councils of the world.
We can do this by encouraging the nations
of Europe to draw together in closer associa-
tion, as is the case in the coal-steel com-
munity. Separately, each of these nations
has lost much of its former authority in
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international affalrs. Drawn together in a
common enterprise, the collectivity of Europe
can once again exert the power which is
commensurate with its magnificent heritage
and the great capacities of its inhabitants.
We should also give very serious thought
to encouraging a pooling of the economic
and technological resources of Western Eu-
rope and the development of close ties our-
selves with that pool. It is almost ludicrous
that the Western nations should be with-
holding their markets and technical proc-
esses from each other, while bidding against
themselves for the Kremlin's trade.

2663

Buch is exactly what the Communists
want. Europe's leaders may be coming to
see this. They are, at the moment, con-
cluding negotiations to establish a common
market through the elimination of trade
barriers and the creation of Euratom. I
consider these important first steps which
the United States should support; but they
are only the first steps to that cooperation
which must exist among the nations of
Europe and with the United States. We can
only achieve it, if we proceed with an
urgency of purpose, recognizing that, in
truth, we are met upon a major battleground.
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The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D. D., offered the following
prayer:

O God, our Father, Thou art the real-
ity behind all shadows, the shining pres-
ence at the altar of our heart's devotion.
Closing the doors of a noisy world, so
full of terror and alarms, we pause at
this shrine of quietness and peace to
acknowledge Thy sovereignty. Thou
hast made us for Thy holy purposes.
May the mire and misery of our moral
failures prove but steppingstones to our
better selves. Purge our minds of the
prejudices which separate us from
others. Cleanse our hearts of the un-
cleanness which blinds our eyes. Make
us builders of the road of world con-
cord, which shall make the rough places
smooth and the deep ruts level, and of
bridges of understanding which shall at
last span the chasms which separate Thy
warring children, and over which the
glad and eager feet of brothers shall
pass to and fro in a world of peace. We
ask it in the dear Redeemer’'s name,
Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. Jounson of Texas,
and by unanimous consent, the Journal
of the proceedings of Tuesday, Febru-
ary 26, 1957, was approved, and its read-
ing was dispensed with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the President
of the United States were communicated
to the Senate by Mr. Tribbe, one of his
secretaries.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
clerks, announced that the House had
passed a bill (H. R. 5189) making appro-
priations for the Department of the In-
terior and related agencies for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1958, and for other
purposes, in which it requested the con-
currence of the Senate,

HOUSE BILL REFERRED

The bill (H. R. 5189) making appro=-
priations for the Department of the In-
terior and related agencies for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1958, and for other

purposes, was read twice by its title, and
referred to the Committee on Appropria-
tions.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT TO
TOMORROW AT 11 A. M.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi=-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that when
the Senate concludes its business today,
it stand in adjournment until tomorrow,
at 11 o'clock a. m.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

VISIT TO THE SENATE BY GIRLS
DRILL. TEAM FROM HOUSTON,
TEX,

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, before I came to Washington, to
join the Federal service, I taught school
in Houston, Tex. This morning I have
had the very unusual privilege of wel-
coming to Washington a large group of
high-class students from one of the best
high schools in the largest city in Texas.
It is not the high school in which I
taught; nevertheless, it is one of the
outstanding educational institutions of
the Southwest. These students—63
charming, intelligent, and very pretty
girls, members of the girls drill team of
Reagan High School—are today in the
gallery, with their sponsors. It is with
pleasure and gratification that I present
to the Senate this fine group of young
Texan and American womanhood. I
should like to ask that they stand, and
that the Senate welcome them.

(The group of students rose in their
places in the gallery, and were greeted
with applause.)

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the CONGRESsIONAL RECORD
an article giving the history of this fine
organization and the names of those in
attendance today.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

(The article and the names appear
in the RECORD.)

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
BUSINESS

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, under the rule, there will be the
usual morning hour for the transaction
of routine business. I ask unanimous
consent that statements made in con-
ngion therewith be limited to 3 min=-
utes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the following letters, which were
referred as indicated:

AREA ASSISTANCE AcT oF 1957

A letter from the Secretary of Commerce
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
to assist -areas to develop and maintain
stable and diversified economies by a pro-
gram of financial and technical assistance
and otherwise, and for other purposes (with
an accompanying paper); to the Commit-
tee on Banking and Currency.

DISPOSITION OF EXECUTIVE PAFERS

A letter from the Archivist of the United
States, transmitting, pursuant to law, a list
of papers and documents in the files of
several departments and agencies of the
Government which are not needed in the
conduct of business and have no permanent
value or historical interest, and requesting
action looking to their disposition (with ac-
companying papers); to a Joint Select Com-
mittee on the Disposition of Papers in the
Executive Departments.

The VICE PRESIDENT appointed Mr.
JounstoN of South Carolina and Mr.
CarrLsoN members of the committee on
the part of the Senate.

PETITION

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate a concurrent resolution of the
Legislature of the State of Oklahoma,
which was referred to the Committee on
Finance, as follows:

House Concurrent Resolution 520
Concurrent resolution memorializing the

Congress of the United States to amend
title I of the United States Social Security
Act to authorize the Secretary of the De=-
partment of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare to approve a State plan which pro-
vides, in determining need, an exemption
of $50 per month earned income in the
old-age assistance category as is now pro-
vided in title 10 of such Social Security Act
granting this exemption, in determining
need, to recipients of the aid to the blind
category

Whereas the aged and indigent citizens of
the State of Oklahoma and the United States
blazed the way in the frontiers of America
for the development of the United States of
America, the benefits of which the present
generation are now reaping; and

Whereas the courage and fortitude of
these people laid the foundation upon which
the State of Oklahoma and the United
States have developed; and

‘Whereas they did throughout their period
of struggle and did throughout their life-
time, insofar as they were able, support and
maintain the government of the State of
Oklahoma and the United States for the
benefit of the present generation; and
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